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DONALD G. DAVIS, JR. 

PHYLLIS DAIN 

ANNIVERSARIESARE TIMES for taking stock of the past as well as conceiv- 
ing new visions for the future. In librarianship we are at such a time: the 
centenary of library education. The first library school in the United 
States and in the world, opened in 1887-Melvil Dewey’s School of 
Library Economy of Columbia College, predecessor of the New York 
State Library School at Albany and the later reconstituted Columbia 
University School of Library Service. The creation of the School of 
Library Economy signified the emergence of libraries as important 
social institutions that needed expert, knowledgeable librarians to run 
them. It also heralded the rise of librarianship as a self-conscious profes- 
sion characterized by an evolving triad of specialized knowledge, skill in 
applying that knowledge, and a service ethos. This history has been a 
checkered one and not without struggle and ambivalence-both within 
the library education community and outside it in librarianship gener- 
ally. Today, one hundred years after the founding, graduate library 
education has been accepted as a prerequisite for professional practice 
and offered in some of the finest universities in the United States, and 
library schools have produced a growing body of research. Yet problems 
remain. There is renewed questioning of the character, quality, and 
value of library education in a rapidly changing, insecure world. 
Donald G. Davis, Jr. is Associate Professor, Graduate School of Library and Information 
Science, University of Texas at Austin; and Phyllis Dain is Professor, School of Library 
Service, Columbia University, New York, New York. 
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In 1986, in connection with the New York City conference of the 
American Library Associa tion, the Association for Library and Infor- 
mation Science Education, as part of the centenary celebration, spon- 
sored a symposium at Columbia University on library and information 
science education its status and future. An integral part of this meeting 
was a historical consideration of the course of education for 
librarianship-how we got from there to here, so to speak, and with 
speculation about where we go from here. The intellectual basis for the 
symposium is a two-part series in Library Trends-the first part, issued 
in advance of the meeting, is devoted to the history of library education; 
the second, the conference papers, focuses on contemporary issues and 
trends. 
This Library Trends number on the history of library education i s  
not intended to be a comprehensive or definitive treatment of the sub- 
ject. Although there has been a good deal of research on related topics in 
recent years, much more remains to be done, as there is not yet a 
sufficiently large body of work to draw upon for thorough syntheses. 
Indeed, this Library Trends issue has been conceived as a vehicle for the 
presentation of original research and theoretical speculation as well as 
summaries and evaluations of existing research and thought. The aim 
was to gather together a group of thoughtful, intellectually sophisti- 
cated essays on a variety of themes and topics. Some papers were com- 
missioned de novo; others are based on research in progress or on topics 
on which prospective authors have already written substantially. 
A number of the papers take fresh points of view and have tried in a 
pioneering manner to integrate research in other fields with the study of 
our own professional education. The results constitute early attempts 
and initial steps to bring interpretations of our history into the main- 
stream of current historical and sociological thought. The conception 
of library education is deliberately broad, encompassing formal and 
informal modes and a variety of settings-library schools, libraries, and 
professional associations, among others. We hope that all the contribu- 
tions will provoke new thought and further exploration. 
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M e l d  Dewey: The Professional Educator 
and His Heirs 
FRANCIS L. MIKSA 
The Assessment of Dewey’s Educational Work 
MELVILDEWEY IS, without question, the person most responsible for 
establishing formal education for librarianship in the United States. On 
5 January 1887, after more than three years of planning, he opened the 
doors of the first library school in this country, the School of Library 
Economy at Columbia College in New York City. His work in the 
school was extensive. He developed its curriculum through a trial-and- 
error method and arranged for a number of outside lecturers. By his own 
accounting he presented more than 60 percent of the formal class 
sessions conducted by its resident staff during the lecture terms in its first 
1
two years. He also nearly singlehandedly wrote and published a jour- 
nal, Library Notes, that served as a serial textbook for the school.’And, 
between late 1888 and early 1889 when Columbia College withdrew its 
support for the school, Dewey reestablished it at the New York State 
Library in Albany, New York. Dewey’s personal involvement in the 
school began to diminish as early as 1889, but his influence was such 
that the school continued for years afterward in the course he had 
originally set for it.3 
Dewey’s contribution to early library education also went well 
beyond his own school. He was untiring in his efforts to explain, extol, 
defend, and promote library education throughout the larger library 
community. His own school also became an effective educational model 
by virtue of its graduates becoming staff members of the burgeoning 
Francis L. Miksa is Professor, Graduate School of Library and Information Science, 
University of Texas at Austin. 
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new library education programs. Between 1887 and 1920, graduates of 
Dewey’s school went to no less than eleven of the other fourteen library 
schools that would eventually survive the early period, supplying at 
different times no less than fifty-three faculty members. Of those, eleven 
also served as directors or associate directors in seven of the schools. 
Graduates also became teachers at different times in no less than thirty- 
five less substantial educational programs including summer schools, 
library training classes, and library association training program^.^ 
Although there can be no question about Dewey’s role in establish- 
ing and shaping formal education for librarianship, assessing the char- 
acter of his contribution is quite another matter. Critical studies, 
beginning especially with Charles C. Williamson’s Training for 
Library Senlice in 1923, have tended to indict the early period in library 
education and Dewey himself for not bequeathing the right kind of 
education to the library profession. 
Two points in the indictment are typical. First, early library educa- 
tion has been faulted for not being integrallyconnected to the collegiate 
academic community-for not absolutely requiring college graduation 
as an entrance requirement and for not requiring a collegiate academic 
environment for its conduct. Second, the education that Dewey and 
others passed along has been heavily criticized for being centrally con- 
cerned with technical matters rather than with abstract knowledge; for 
functioning merely as systematic programs of apprenticeship in which 
chiefly clerical skills were taught. In many respects these two basic 
criticisms of early library education are redundant. Education that is 
noncollegiate in its bearing and education that is merely “technical” are 
simply two different ways of saying the same thing-that such educa- 
tion is in some way anti-intellectual (or at least a-intellectual) rather 
than profe~sional.~ 
A third criticism that arose after the beginning of the University of 
Chicago Graduate Library School and especially after the 1951 ALA 
accreditation standards is that the same early educational programs 
were not research-oriented. This is a moot point, however, since wide- 
spread research has been a more recent development in almost all social 
service professional fields. One may just as well criticize Charles C. 
Williamson as Dewey for a lack of emphasis on research. 
The foregoing indictment has not been restricted to library educa- 
tion. The same investigations have attempted to show that the library 
profession itself must shoulder much of the blame for the way library 
education developed. Williamson stated the logic of this conclusion as 
early as 1923.6 Subsequent investigations, especially those of Vann and 
White, have attempted not only to document library education’s early 
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vocationalism but also to show how and when library education eventu- 
ally got off its original sidetrack and onto the main line of preparing for 
professional-level work. Vann emphasized the interactions that took 
place between the wider library community and library educators. 
White portrayed the struggles of the early period in light of the rise of 
formal technical education. He concluded that early library education 
was a form of the “apprenticeship school” where the basic elements or 
skills of an occupation were taught through class instruction. Teaching 
was based on breaking down the work to be done into a series of 
normative precepts or activities. Its goal was to produce “master crafts- 
men” who were versed in the “ABCs” of a set of practices. 
All such interpretations of the early period of library education, 
while useful-particularly in their review of details-are essentially 
marred and troubling as historical works. They have tended to adopt a 
prescriptive, hindsight point of view in which present-day views of 
library education have become the basis for examining past library 
education. The result has been to examine early library education for 
what i t  was not or to portray early library education in light of catego-
ries imposed on it. 
The overall effect has been to represent the early period as a matter 
of embarrassment. Vann guarded somewhat against a negative tone by 
summarizing the entire process as one of “positive progress” [emphasis 
added]. But that does not entirely erase the effect of many other state- 
ments in her work that emphasize blame-taking. White too stops at one 
point to suggest that there was some redeeming value in the educational 
efforts of the early period. But his three paragraphs of only faint praise 
do little to ameliorate what otherwise is highly methodical and categori- 
cal finger pointing. When extended to its limit, it results in statements 
like Rayward’s where he concluded that when Dewey began formal 
education for librarianship he also “set it back fifty years.”’ 
The principal loser in this approach to the early period has been 
Melvil Dewey. Critical portrayals of Dewey as an educator have taken so 
much away from the man as to make him out to be a misguided and even 
devious founder who pursued narrow and limited ends, Perhaps this 
portrayal was to be expected-a reaction especially of the 1960s and 
1970s to earlier laudatory accounts of his work. The result is that 
Dewey’s role in the development of library education has continued to 
be clouded. A corrective approach could be undertaken, but i t  must 
emphasize that complex of goals and vision of the library movement out 
of which his educational work arose. 
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Dewey and Library Education through 1885 
If one of the marks of an educator is the way he or she integrates an 
educational objective with broader cultural issues, then one of the most 
distinctive features of Dewey’s approach to library education through 
1885 is the lack of such a perspective in his work. His attempts during 
this period to characterize such issues as the social role of the library and 
the nature of professional work, professional training, and profession- 
als are plainly few in number, and for all practical purposes insubstan- 
tial. For example, in the very first issue of the Library Journal in 
September 1876, Dewey addressed a series of such issues, but only briefly 
and in some respects as little more than echoes of the opinions of other 
library leaders who expressed the same ideas in much greater detail and 
depth. Thereafter until 1886 he barely returned directly to these topics at 
Dewey directly broached the idea of formal library training in his 
1879 article on the “Apprenticeship of Librarians.” Here too one finds 
little more than an enthusiastic suggestion. For example, he advanced 
the idea that a professional librarian consisted of what a person brought 
into the field combined with what was added to that person through 
special training. But his attempt to enumerate what each side of this 
equation consisted of was at best only skeletal. On the first side were 
certain naturally endowed qualities as well as a general education. 
Other synonyms for the same things were being a scholar, being very 
learned, and having mental and cultural training. He then described the 
other side of the equation with such terms as practical business quali- 
ties, administration, enterprise, and business capacities, all of which he 
summed up in the phrase the practical details of library economy and 
adm inistra tion. 
Two other key statements during this same period were his spoken 
words to the 1883 Buffalo ALA conference in which he formally pro- 
posed a school of training and the school’s first “Circular of Informa-
tion” issued in 1884. These key statements do not indulge in anything 
resembling an overview that justifies library education. Neither do they 
add anything substantive to what Dewey had already said in 1879 
regarding the first side of the equation denoting a professional. He did 
expand his ideas on the second, or training, side but even those were not 
firmly fixed. For example, in 1883 Dewey gave a fourfold list of topical 
areas to be covered in the school-i.e., practical bibliography, books, 
reading, literary methods. By 1884 these topics were relegated chiefly to 
library instruction courses for college students and replaced by a long, 
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undifferentiated, and admittedly incomplete list of specific library 
activities and problems.” 
Given that by 1883 Dewey was the chief proponent of formal library 
education, one may reasonably ask, why was he also so vague about 
matters of such obvious educational import? Issues of that kind are 
ordinarily thought of as being at the heart of an educational endeavor 
and essential to professional education. Some insight into how Dewey 
viewed such matters is provided by considering how Dewey had 
approached librarianship up to this point in his life. 
Although in 1876 Dewey had joined with other mostly older and 
more experienced librarians to found the American Library Association 
and promote library development and the library “profession,” Dewey 
plainly did not approach librarianship in the same way that they did. 
His older con temporaries, already entrenched as librarians, tended to 
see librarianship as what went on in individual libraries and the library 
movement as the cumulation of all of those individual situations. The 
resulting social role of the library movement was also viewed primarily 
as a local matter and stressed the mental cultivation of the citizens of the 
town. 
Dewey appears not to have had any arguments with such views and 
in fact from time to time echoed them in his own opinions. What 
captivated his interest more, however, was a much grander conception 
that focused not on the individual library and its social role but on all 
libraries together as a single, interrelated entity of national scope. 
Together they made an inherently dynamic and developing system of 
libraries. Together, in fact, this system constituted the library move- 
ment. Of course, in 1876, the conception was still only a potentiality 
because the system had yet to be organized. Dewey considered organiza- 
tion to be possible, and further, he saw himself as the chief organizer. 
Even his idea of organization had grand features. For example, he did 
not consider organization simply to mean any single agency such as the 
ALA. Rather it referred to overall organization where particular librar- 
ies, agencies (including the ALA), and individuals came together in one 
corporate structure for the purpose of engaging in decisive action 
toward a common goal. The source of Dewey’s vision of the library 
movement and of his idea of overall organization is not hard to discern. 
He patterned it  after the business developments of his own day and 
conceived of the entire library system in much the same way a contem- 
porary entrepreneur saw the organization of a system of manufactures 
and markets related to a particular product.” 
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That Dewey should base his view of libraries on his understanding 
of business organization is understandable. His own experience in an 
individual library-a total of about three years at the small Amherst 
College that were taken up especially wi th technical-innovations related 
to efficiency-was relatively limited. Furthermore, when Dewey moved 
to Boston in 1876, he did not go as a librarian. He went specifically to 
promote his library organization ideal and to pursue the business of 
selling library and other educational supplies. In fact, he viewed library 
supplies as simply one element within the overall system. Within that 
context, he gave particular attention to the standardization of library 
work aids and operations. In his view, no overall organization of the 
library movement could take place without such standardization 
because standardization was the basis of efficiency and only efficiency 
could provide the kind of organizational power needed. It was this 
aspect of the library movement that truly excited him and gave him 
considerable promise of a good living and notable influence. And it was 
this vision of the library system and library organization that Dewey 
pursued with unparalleled enthusiasm during the period to 1883. 
Dewey’s initial approach to library education bears the same hall- 
marks. Formal library training was only another way of being systemat- 
ic and efficient in supplying a needed element in the overall system. In 
this respect, providing trained librarians differed only slightly from the 
efforts of, say, a railroad company in calculating the need for and 
ensuring the supply of an adequate number of trained locomotive 
engineers, or in fact, from Dewey’s efforts to supply standardized library 
forms. The existing means for supplying trained librarians was depen- 
dent on informal methods of apprenticeship and was inadequate. 
Between 1879 and 1883 Dewey had attempted a partial solution to the 
problem of supplying library personnel when he operated an employ- 
ment bureau for librarians and something akin to a consulting service 
in which he supplied temporary personnel to local libraries for special 
tasks such as the cataloging and classification of their collections. But 
those efforts did not overcome the lack of organized training. 
When Dewey accepted the Columbia College librarian-in-chief 
post in 1883, there is every reason to suppose that he saw the position 
and the library itself as a vital means to further his corporate conception 
of the library movement. That same motivation also helps to explain 
why he promoted a training school there from the start. If, indeed, 
training had traditionally taken place informally in libraries in the 
form of apprenticeship, what better opportunity could present itself 
than to have a library of respectable means in which to supply librarians 
to the movement. What would be original was to make the training a 
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systematic school of apprenticeship rather than an informal affair-so 
much the better for efficiency. 
Moreover, what would the course of study involve except those 
technical matters that Dewey had been immersed in for the previous 
seven years-"all the special training needed to select, buy, arrange, 
catalogue, index, and administer in the most economical way any 
collection of books, pamphlets or serials."" Indeed, this is precisely the 
view of libraries that Dewey had had during the previous period. A 
library was, for all practical purposes, little more than a collection of 
objects and a system of operations. One need only peruse Dewey's 
writings from this era to see how deeply preoccupied he was with such 
matters. Further, his experience as a librarian seems not to have gone 
beyond such mechanical concerns. For example, before 1883 he seems 
never to have experienced fully the moment-by-moment administrative 
responsibility of a library of any complexity or size. Nor had he been 
exposed personally to the kind of work with readers that prodded the 
typical active librarian to mull over and rationalize the social impor- 
tance of library work. 
With this background it is quite understandable that Dewey did not 
at first devote much effort to broader educational issues-e.g., to ponder 
the qualities of the ideal librarian, or to delineate the appropriate 
qualifications of applicants for a school or, in fact, to work out an 
overall justification for such an educational venture. Such questions 
were those of thoughtful and long-experienced librarians and educa- 
tors. When Dewey went to Columbia College in May 1883, he was 
clearly neither of these. Rather, his outlook had been limited to that of a 
shaker and a mover for a more or less impersonal and very businesslike 
approach to a vast and growing system of libraries and their needs. 
The Impact of Columbia 
There can be little doubt that Columbia changed Dewey with 
respect to these matters. Here for the first time he had administrative 
responsibility for a library of respectable size in an institution of some 
importance. And here too for the first time his businesslike expression of 
the corporately structured library movement came face to face with 
educators who struggled with issues to which Dewey had previously 
paid little attention. 
The first thing that Dewey had to face with respect to his proposal 
for a library school was the lack of immediate action. Dewey was used to 
making quick, firm decisions, but in this matter the college board took a 
full year to consider and finally approve the program. In the interim 
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Dewey busied himself with the Columbia College library itself, in many 
respects gaining experience that he had not previously had. 
The Board of Trustees of Columbia approved the library school in 
May 1884. However, with their approval and with Dewey’s almost 
immediate publication of a circular of information concerning the 
school, it is clear that a meeting and blending of the businessman’s and 
the educator’s points of view had already begun to take place. For 
instance, Dewey’s systematic organizational emphasis was reflected in 
his remarks in the “Circulation of Information” on the new program 
insofar as they defined library administration as “the modern improved 
system of library management,” one that had, in fact, been “reduced toa 
system.” But the educator’s views were also present. The proposal for 
the school referred not simply to learning a mere mechanical-like sys- 
tem of library management, but also to the more substantive idea of “a 
thorough education in the principles of library administration.” And 
the educators emphasized the social context of the educational venture 
when they spoke not only of graduates qualified “to take charge of the 
very numerous public libraries of the country,” but also of the result of 
being “be instrumental of great public 
Dewey’s own words in his circular likewise gave evidence of greater 
sensitivity to educational issues, particularly his effort to list the teach- 
ing methods to be used in the school and to indicate the educational tone 
of the school. The list of methods is impressive, emphasizing as it does 
the discussion and exploration of ideas and applications related not 
only to the library as an operating system of objects and processes, but 
also to the library as a public agency within its social en~ironment.’~ 
Although Dewey had issued a circular of information almost 
immediately, he could not immediately open his school. The board had 
set the opening of the school for October 1886, almost two-and-one-half 
years away. Dewey put this new period of waiting to good use by 
working through the educational issues involved. From 1884 to 1886 he 
tested his educational plan on the Columbia library staff by conducting 
special library training classes for it. He also brought his ideas and plans 
once again to the ALA, this time in the form of his circular and at least a 
portion of Columbia President Barnard’s report. The association’s com- 
mittee on the school reported the results of their discussions of these 
documents at the 1885 annual conference at Lake George. Their con- 
cerns focused on two educational issues: the relationship of the school’s 
work to a college course, and the possibility that the thoroughness of its 
technical content might mislead the graduates as to their abilities. In the 
end the committee concluded that the proposed school was likely to be 
more serviceable than any other existing method in providing trained 
LIBRARY TRENDS 366 
Melvil Dewey 
personnel for libraries. But they did not wholly endorse i t  because even 
with the greater wealth of details that the new documents provided, 
what they pinpointed and simply raised as fundamental educational 
issues had not yet been addressed. Thus they closed their report by 
calling for a still more definite plan.15 
Dewey the Educator 
Dewey’s subsequent statements regarding the school and its rela- 
tionship to librarianship as a profession signal a definitive change in 
his educational work. These statements begin with his notable address 
to the Association of Collegiate Alumnae in March 1886 entitled 
“Librarianship as a Profession for College-Bred Women” and continue 
in his “Circular of Information” for 1886-1887 (summer 1886) and his 
Library Notes (June 1886-June 1888). In the actual program of studies 
in his school, especially during its first two years (January 1887-June 
1888), Dewey dealt with the more fundamental issues that he had not 
addressed previously. In fact, so obvious was his attempt to meet these 
issues, one may say with confidence that the period from 1886 through 
1888 was the point at which Dewey the educator emerged. 
Dewey’s enhanced educational views may be conveniently viewed 
as an attempt to formulate a more complete rationalization of the social 
role and importance of libraries and library work, and as an attempt to 
delineate the qualifications necessary in a professional librarian. The 
latter may be further divided conveniently into personal qualities, the 
relationship of personal qualities to college work, and qualifications 
that would be gained from special training. 
Rationalization for Library Work 
The initial and perhaps fundamental area in which Dewey’s 
enhanced educational views are evident pertains to his efforts to provide 
an extended rationalization for the nature of library work. In his March 
1886 address, Dewey summarized the social role of the library and 
library work by portraying it, as he had in 1876, as “an essential part of 
our system of education.”16 The difference between his earlier statement 
and his 1886views was that here heattempted to support hisassertion by 
an appeal to the ideas upon which it  was founded. At the base was “the 
book,” that vehicle of recorded knowledge that was important not 
simply for its capacity to transmit information but for its power to put 
readers in touch with the very best minds of the past. Books-that is, the 
best books-were powerless, however, until read with purpose. When 
read with purpose, books became instruments of education. That meant 
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that they would foster the acquisition of “systematic knowledge and 
consistent powers of t h ~ u g h t . ” ’ ~  The result would be to elevate the 
character of the reader and to make his or her life “better worth living.”” 
In terms of the mental-discipline philosphy of education that this view 
reflected, purposeful readers would be in the process of having their 
mental and moral faculties or powers sharpened. And in sodoing they 
would become cultivated and educated. 
Viewed this way the reading of good books was not simply a useful 
tool in education. It was the chief tool of education, one imbued with 
enormous power. In Dewey’s words: “Reading is a mighty engine, 
beside which steam and electricity sink into in~ignificance.”’~ 
Moreover, given this view, the nature of the educational system was 
itself more strictly defined. The very core of that system was reading, its 
goal being not simply the elevation of individuals through reading, but 
even more so the inculcation of reading as a personal activity so that 
what might have begun as school exercises would eventually develop 
into lifelong self-education. 
The practical difficulty of this was that the public schools often had 
their students for too little time to accomplish education’s goal. But that 
is where the library stepped in. The library served as the complement to 
the public schools, efficiently supplying the best books and advisingon 
their use in those instances in which people no longer attended school. 
“The school STARTS the education in childhood: we [i.e., librarians] 
have come to a point where we MUSTcarry iton.”20The library was, in 
effect, an equal partner with formal educational institutions. And this 
pertained not simply in the general realm among popular libraries, but 
in the realm of higher education as well. “With the reference librarian to 
counsel and guide readers, with the greatly improved catalogues and 
indexes, cross-references, notes and printed guides, it is quite possible to 
make a great university of a great library without professors.”21 
The Qualifications of a Librarian 
The second area in which Dewey expanded his thinking on educa- 
tional issues during the 1886-1888 period was his statements on the 
qualifications of a librarian. That this should have occurred is not 
surprising. Dewey could hardly have created a grand rationalization of 
library work without also reflecting on the qualifications necessary for 
the persons who were to accomplish the work. In this respect one may 
assume that librarians involved in the work had to be at least equal to 
the task at hand. Furthermore, if the tasks were of a high rather than 
menial character (and one cannot fail to see thisin Dewey’s statement of 
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ideals), then so also must the librarians’ qualifications match that 
loftiness. 
At the same time, any close examination of the character of library 
work as Dewey described i t  will reveal that it involved a wide range of 
activities, not all of which were lofty. And with each activity, the 
potential existed that different levels and types of qualifications were 
required. That Dewey and some of his contemporaries recognized these 
contradictions is apparent in overtones from their written statements. 
For example, the ALA committee on the library school in 1885 divided 
library work into clerical, bibliographical, and administrative aspects. 
Ultimately, however, although Dewey hinted at how specific qualities 
were appropriate to the various kinds of library work, he did not during 
this period make any hard and fast correlations between kinds of work 
and qualities. Instead, he focused principally on the overall characteris- 
tics of the ideal librarian and related them to the total range of library 
work. 
Following the division he first made in 1879, Dewey also divided 
the qualifications of the ideal librarian into two general groups-i.e., 
those acquired by the person apart from library work and brought to it; 
and those acquired in the form of special training for library work. The 
first are essentially personal, having to do with general aspects of a 
person’s character and mind; the second are essentially technical, hav- 
ing to do with specific skills and ideas related to the library work at 
hand. Although during 1886 one will find differences in the renditions 
Dewey made of what belonged on each side of this equation, by 1887 and 
early 1888, Dewey had more or less developed in class lectures a standard 
way of referring to the matter. The librarian could be referred to (1) as a 
man, (2) as a scholar, (3) as a bibliographer, and (4) as a library 
economist.” 
The first two of these made up the first, or personal, side of the basic 
equation. Qualities related to “the man”-that is, to a person’s 
character-included heredity (the “stock” one came from is important), 
health (if not good, a person “cannot work as many hours nor with as 
much vigor”), one’s social manners (such things as tact, personal mag- 
netism, and personal activities above reproach), and one’s mental abili- 
ties (“an accurate habit of mind, order, method, system, housekeeping 
instinct, executive ability”). Qualities related to being a “scholar” or 
having general education (of which Dewey concluded, “the more the 
better”), included first of all languages (German first, then French, 
Latin, Italian, Spanish, and Greek); second, history or general litera- 
ture; and finally, something of political economy, political science, fine 
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arts, and popular science. Although the entire list of subjects appears 
cut and dried, it would be erroneous to suppose Dewey viewed i t  that 
way. He may well have been this specific in response to the 1885 ALA 
committee’s enumeration of a similar list. When Dewey discussed edu- 
cation more directly with his students, he was careful to dispel any 
grocery-list impression of what he meant. For example, in April 1887 he 
referred to education by commending to the students an idea that Ernest 
C .  Richardson had presented twice during the term-that learning 
referred to encyclopedic knowledge, a systematic approach and struc- 
ture of the entire universe of knowledge. The following January, Dewey 
stressed the same idea even more fervently, suggesting that to have 
encyclopedic knowledge meant to have a wide knowledge ofbooks, that 
is, of their subject contentsz3 
In the end, the most striking feature of his list of qualifications is 
the general kind of person the elements signified when taken together. 
That kind of person may be summarized in the phrase, “cultivated and 
educated,” an apt description not simply of an ideal prospective librar- 
ian, but of any person who, in the words of the educational philosophy 
already referred to, had (or were in the process of having) their mental 
and moral faculties disciplined and cultivated and who had become 
uplifted in character. In fact, enumerating such qualities represented 
Dewey’s effort to depict this kind of a person. More important, Dewey’s 
emphasis on the cultivation of personal qualities in his overall rational- 
ization of library work closely matches the ideals of the mental- 
discipline model of education. In short, one could not expect librarians 
to work effectively in the library as an educational uplift movement 
unless they themselves were educated and cultivated. 
Personal Qualifications and a College Education 
Dewey’s view of personal qualities is also important in that it better 
helps one to understand his attitude to the relationship between library 
education and college. It is obvious that Dewey saw a college course as a 
principle means by which an individual might gain the character and 
education central to this side of the equation. This attitude is basic to his 
encouragement of “college-bred” women to enter librarianship. He 
could say of their college training that i t  “has given them a wider culture 
and broader view with a considerable fund of information...as almost 
nowhere else.” Or again, “a four years’ course successfully completed is 
the strongest voucher for persistent purpose and mental and physical 
capacity for protracted intellectual This valuation of college is 
also reflected in his 1886 “Circular of Information” on the school. In 
portraying an idealized preparation for library work, he noted that the 
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foundation should be a regular college course.25 Still Dewey resisted 
making a college graduation an absolute requirement for admission to 
the school. Instead, he simply noted that applicants would need to 
present evidence-through diplomas, certificates, or examinations- 
that the qualifications on this side of the general equation were 
present.26 
Recent interpretations of Dewey’s refusal to make college gradua- 
tion an absolute admission requirement have implied that his resistance 
arose from his viewing library work as principally a clerical occupation 
that did not require the intellectual milieu of a college education. 
Evidence for this attitude is often centered on the 1885 ALA committee 
statement that “by far the greater part of the librarians in actual service 
have not enjoyed, and will not in the future enjoy the benefits of a 
college training, and yet they prove most admirable librarian^."^' It is 
erroneous to assume that the committee and Dewey as well meant that 
what is ordinarily thought to be the result of a college education- 
learning and the formation of good character-was thereby not also 
required for library work. Dewey’s enumeration of what characteristics 
a person brought to library work as well as virtually all contemporary 
library opinion viewed general learning and good character-the culti-
vation of the mental and moral powers-as absolutely basic require- 
ments for the profession. Librarians who had no college degree were not 
viewed as successful because librarianship required no more than cleri- 
cal and technical skills gained from other than a college course. They 
were viewed as successful apart from a college course precisely because 
they had gained the education and culture otherwise. In other words, 
college was not the only or even chief source of persons with those 
qualities. 
The foregoing conclusion accords with the status of college as a 
social institution in the late nineteenth century. College attendance and 
graduation had not yet become the national social phenomena that they 
became afterward or today. During the two decades from 1870 to 1890 
the approximate number of new college graduates annually rose at 
about the same rate as the general population-from about 10,000 
annually to about 15,000, an increase of 50 percent; the general popula- 
tion increased from some 40 to 63 million, or about 58 percent. But the 
real figures are very small. Each year for this period, new graduates 
represented only about 1 in 4000 persons. When the ALA committee 
suggested that a college education was enjoyed by very few persons, they 
were simply stating a reality.% 
A college education also did not enjoy the public esteem that i t  has 
gained since. College programs were going through a period of great 
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change. The older classical curriculum and philosophy of mental disci- 
pline had many adherents. But they were both being severely challenged 
by new philosophies related to social utility, research, and newer defini- 
tions of liberal culture. As a result, public estimates of the value of a 
college education-particularly in an age when the image of the self- 
made man was so prevalent-were often di~paraging.~’ Even Dewey 
suggested as much when he stated in his 1887 advice to applicants: 
‘‘Obviously one might pass a rigorous examination for scholarship, and 
yet be totally unfitted to take charge of a library; while some of our best 
candidates have long since forgotten how to demonstrate most of Euc-
lid’s theorems or to conjugate the irregular Greek verbs.”30 This was, of 
course, an offhanded reference to the classical college curriculum. 
Given these realities, i t  is understandable that Dewey and other practic- 
ing librarians questioned whether formal college graduation should be 
required of librarians or that library education should need to function 
within a college as the only or even best educational environment. 
Technical Qualifications and the School Program 
The final area in which Dewey’s educational views show consider- 
able enhancement had to do with the second group of qualifications of 
the ideal librarian-i.e., those coming from special training. Following 
the pattern that Dewey developed during 1887 and 1888, he divided these 
qualifications into two subgroups-those related to bibliography and 
those related to library economy. They may also be spoken of in terms of 
the actual curriculum of Dewey’s school since he viewed the qualifica- 
tions as the direct result of a formal training program. 
When Dewey first seriously proposed the ideal of a school in 1879 
and referred to the librarian’s qualifications in terms of “enterprise and 
business capacity,” and “the practical details of library economy and 
administration,” there can be little doubt that what he had in mind was 
learning a variety of technical details related to the standardization of 
routine work. The tasks to be mastered were, in fact, “all the work doing 
from day to day in all its details.” And the best way to learn such work 
was to “have practice in doing each part of i t  under careful supervi- 
ion.''^^ The best name for this was, indeed, a school of systematic 
apprenticeship. 
That focus on detail expresses very well Dewey’s 1879 view of the 
library movement and library work. It also expresses very well his 
personal curricular focus eight years later when his school opened. In 
fact, Dewey’s interest in such matters continued throughout his career 
in library education. A summary of his lecture subjects during the 
1887-1888 lecture semesters of the school show that with few exceptions, 
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he kept almost exclusively to such matters. Notable among the topics he 
personally covered was the systematic and orderly plotting of proce- 
dures for the acquisition, organization, and preparation of books for the 
shelves. Lecturing on such operations called for extensive-even 
minute-attention to detail, a fact affirmed in his lectures on bookplates 
and book embossing and on the ins and outs of the accession record. He 
was also very concerned with the planning and equipping of library 
buildings. Accordingly, his lectures dealt extensively with such matters 
as heating; lighting; ventilation; book hoists; book carts; shelving 
(including how to place shelves around windows and the calculation of 
depth, height, and width of furniture); reading tables; chairs; lamps; 
measures to insure safety against fire; and the overall planning for and 
use of floor space. He was also very interested in catalogs and classifica- 
tion. But when lecturing on those topics he almost invariably 
approached them in terms of their physical aspects and processes.32 
Although Dewey’s personal interest began and continued in such 
matters, one can see that between 1884 and 1886 Dewey’s sense of the 
overall qualifications of a librarian gained from special schooling and, 
therefore, the curriculum of his school had begun to extend beyond just 
those issues. This awareness is suggested by the appearance-in both 
the 1884 and 1886 circulars of the school-of such topics as the goals and 
purposes of libraries and issues related to obtaining legislative and 
general public support for libraries.33 What appears to have most 
expanded his awareness, however, was the experience of conducting the 
school itself, especially its first session from January to April 1887. 
The school officially opened on 5 January 1887. Originally 
planned as a twelve-week session to be completed by the end of March, i t  
was eventually extended to the end of April. The basic curriculum 
consisted of lectures, visits to libraries and library-related agencies, and 
supervised individual work sessions-the latter for practice in the most 
important library economy routines. In addition, the school required 
written assignments on special projects and discussion sessions related 
to the lectures and visits. 
The regular staff of the school consisted of Dewey, Walter S. Biscoe, 
and George H. Baker. Biscoe was from the cataloging department and 
Baker from the reference department of the Columbia College library. 
Dewey and Biscoe gave lectures, led discussions and visits, and evaluated 
the major written assignments while Baker apparently limited his work 
to giving lectures. In addition, Mary Salome Cutler from the library staff 
(and possibly with other female library staff members as well) conducted 
the practice sessions. In addition to the regular staff, Dewey obtained the 
services of a large number of guest lecturers including notable and 
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experienced librarians, others whose specialties were of value to librar- 
ianship (e.g., G.E. Stechert, an importer of foreign books who lectured 
on that topic; Charles E. Sprague of the Union Dime Savings Bank in 
New York City who discussed accounting), and Columbia College 
faculty members.34 
The chief difficulty of this initial session appeared almost imme- 
diately and remained a persistent problem for the entire four months. 
Dewey, whose forte had always been efficiency and systematization, 
failed miserably in organizing the curriculum into a systematic, 
rational sequence of learning experiences. A sequential reading of the 
lecture headings of the staff reveals almost no logic in their relationship 
except within very limited groups. Further, the original schedule- 
which was to have practice sessions from 9:30 to 10:30 A.M. ,  lectures from 
10:30until noon, and extra lectures and meetings in the afternoons- 
appears to have suffered some disruption by library visits and special 
lectures. Apparently not all the guest speakers who had originally said 
they would appear were able to or chose to appear. Dewey appears to 
have taken whomever he could get whenever he could get them. Far 
more important, Dewey appears never to have worked out the logic of 
the guest speakers’ topics and kinds of presentations with respect to the 
overall curriculum. He exercised little control over the content of guest 
lectures and did not attempt to weld them into a sequential whole. The 
overall impression is, in fact, of a curriculum as a hotchpotch. It may 
well have been inspiring and useful to the students, but i t  had all the 
marks of something put together day by day as the school p r ~ g r e s s e d . ~ ~  
Before the session was over, however, Dewey apparently had been 
prodded to consider more seriously the idea of the curriculum for special 
training and with it the related topic of the qualifications of a librarian 
that arose from such a course. While doubtless there were several sources 
of his thinking, one certain source that appears is Ernest C. Richardson 
and particularly a lecture he gave on 14 April 1887 on what constituted 
“library science.” In his outline on the matter, Richardson subsumed all 
issues related to a librarian’s educational accomplishments under four 
topics: linguistic (i.e., the learning of languages), cyclopedic (i.e., a 
broad survey of knowledge in general), bibliographic (i.e., learning 
about books both internally and externally), and economic (i.e., library 
economy, or learning how libraries operate). Economic was subdivided 
into the topics acquisition, preservation, and utilization which in turn 
were subdivided into various topics related to purchasing books, organ- 
izing them, circulating them, e t ~ . ~ ~  
LIBRARY TRENDS 374 
Meluil Dewey 
Richardson’s thinking on the matter might well be criticized in its 
own right. But its importance was not somuch in what he included as in 
the systematic way he proceeded. A week later Dewey enumerated for the 
first time in a systematic way the fourfold list of qualifications of a 
librarian mentioned earlier (and referring to Richardson’s ideas at least 
at one point), which in turn were partly reminiscent of Richardson’s 
words. Later, when the March issue of Library Notes was issued (proba- 
bly in May), Dewey noted that changes for the following year were 
specifically directed at the content of the program including planning 
in advance for specialist lectures on languages and literature and 
enhancing the position of bibliography in the total program. His 
suggestion that library economy and bibliography together were simply 
subdivisions of a larger area called library science, while not following 
Richardson’s ideas precisely, certainly shows a growing awareness on 
Dewey’s part of a broader outlook on the curriculum than he had had 
previously.31 
It also appears evident that Dewey in a very real sense “discovered” 
the area of bibliography during the first session and as a result became 
enthusiastic about developing it further as an element of a more system- 
atically drawn curriculum. His own statement that the bibliographical 
lectures were “one of the markt successes of the last year” simply testifies 
to what were in fact the best organized and most substantive lectures of 
the session. That his own interest in the topic continued is evidenced by 
his attempt the following year to submit even that area to more rigorous 
analysis and enumeration, dividing the topic into the subtopics of 
physical bibliography and intellectual bibliography and attempting to 
characterize each in turn.% 
In summary, by the end of the first session Dewey’s sense of the 
content of the curriculum and what he meant by the technical qualifica- 
tions of the ideal librarian had expanded enormously. The curriculum 
of the second year more than showed that he was willing to put his new 
ideas to the test. The lecture contents were much better ordered. 
A final issue to be broached in attempting to understand Dewey’s 
approach to the qualifications of a librarian and, more specifically, to 
those that comprised the technical qualifications, is to what degree the 
program devised represented what later critics have called a clearly 
technical or clerical orientation that was taught and, in the words of 
White, that was especially concerned with imparting the ABCs of 
practice. There can be little doubt that the school, in part representing 
Dewey’s original approach to the library field, incorporated much that 
was centered on clerical routine. This was particularly true of the 
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practice-session work. Furthermore, Dewey himself constantly made 
note of the fact that the school’s program was practical and technical. 
At the same time there was a very sizable representation of topical 
matter and educational method that can only be termed idea-oriented, 
intellectual, and even theory-based, although not recognized as such or 
so named. Evidence of this comes especially from the content of many of 
the lectures given in the school. Of these, the most consistently notable 
are the lectures of Biscoe and Baker and of some of the guest lecturers on 
what might loosely be called bibliography. These lecturers did not 
simply list books but also presented the nature of the works themselves 
or the nature of a field of kn~wledge.~’ 
Other areas of notable “intellectual” content included a number of 
the lectures on cataloging by Biscoe and several outside lecturers who 
discussed cataloging issues instead of simply setting standards of prac- 
tice (including one by Biscoe that strikingly begins by discussing the 
objects of a catalog), the large number of lectures by guest speakers 
(including S.S. Green, C.M. Hewins, W.E. Foster, and A.R. Spofford) 
that broached the issue of the educational role of libraries and the issue 
of fiction, and lectures on language and literat~re.~’ 
Lectures on library economy issues also were not solely restricted to 
“routines.” For example, W.A. Bordon, in an extensive presentation on 
charging (i.e., circulation) systems, began by systematically listing 
twenty-five purposes for which circulation records were kept. He fol- 
lowed this with an enumeration of the equipment available for making 
circulation systems and an extensive classification of users by sex and 
occupation. The latter was for keeping records that would correlate the 
social characteristics of users with book use. Finally he discussed fifteen 
different strategies of circulation record keeping, showing what equip- 
ment was needed and what combinations of purposes were met. Even 
Dewey, when going beyond obvious issues or routine to thoseof overall 
administration of building specifications, went about his lectures with 
an obvious air of exploring issues rather than simply pronouncing on 
so-called accepted methods. Notable in this respect was his response at 
the end of a lecture by C.E. Sprague on the philosophy of double-entry 
bookkeeping of how the specific values of books, including their depre- 
ciation, could be recorded in a double-entry system.41 
All of this suggests that at least for its first two years, Dewey’s school 
was conducted on a plane somewhat different than has been otherwise 
imagined. To this, however, one also may add the fact that categorically 
assigning this new venture to that class of apprenticeship schools that 
created master craftsmen by teachnig them the ABCs of practice was in 
many respects logically impossible. The one thing that is everywhere 
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evident in the school is that there were few if any ABCs of practice to be 
had. In fact, one of its most striking contributions was to forge what 
might be called the ABCs of practice where previously there had been 
none, and this by a process of trial and error, discussion, examination, 
and reflection. This is at least the case for bibliography where the notion 
of “reference” had not yet evolved into anything resembling standard 
lists of reference books. And i t  was true for cataloging, where many of 
the issues related to appropriate bibliographic data and name form that 
one might have thought were settled by this period clearly were not. 
It should be noted that besides creating such areas, Dewey’s school 
played a significant role in the creation of a literature for librarianship. 
Dewey’s use of his Library Notes is in fact portentous in this regard. Not 
only did Dewey use it as a vehicle for his own writing, but also as a 
vehicle for publishing some of the lectures given at the school and as a 
compendium where several sides of some issues might be expressed. One 
may reasonably assume that it was at least partly involved in establish- 
ing the phenomenon important to any field that the knowledge content 
of an area to be taught must ultimately become a literature to be read and 
diges ted.42 
Dewey’s Heirs 
Given the foregoing discussion of Dewey’s own development as an 
educator and, within that context, the establishment of the Columbia 
School of Library Economy, it remains only to draw some generaliza- 
tions regarding those who followed him, both immediately and at some 
distance in time. It seems obvious that Dewey’s most immediate heirs- 
including especially those most responsible for his school after 1889 
when he himself began to lessen his own direct involvement in i t  and 
those students who took the example of his school into other library 
education programs-continued to refine and develop what he had 
begun. It is also true, however, that Dewey’s immediate heirs had to 
contend with significant changes that brought into question the work 
that he had begun. 
First, the “library movement” itself went through a distinct period 
of institutional differentiation. Institutional differentiation refers to the 
way the library as a social institution is conceptualized by both those 
within i t  and those outside it.  In this period, change includeddifferenti- 
ation with respect to types of libraries. Commonly spoken of in the late 
1880s as popular and scholarly (both were “public” in contrast to others 
that were private), libraries were reconceptualized in terms of the more 
familiar nomenclature (established by the 1920s) of college, public, 
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school, and special libraries. This change also included the differentia- 
tion of kinds of library work. By the 1920s the most important differenti- 
ation was that of distinguishing clerical from professional work. 
The second change of significance during this same era was the 
rising importance of the college in American society. In contrast to what 
was said earlier about the college of the 1880s, by the mid-1890s and 
unabated thereafter, the social acceptance of a college education sky- 
rocketed. Whereas between 1870 and 1890 there was about one new 
baccalaureate graduate each year for every 4000 in general population, 
between 1890 and 1910 that ratio had already increased to one for about 
every 2500; by 1920 to one for about every 2000; and by 1930 to one for 
about every 1000 persons. In addition, the content of a college education 
changed significantly, taking on ideas related to social utility and 
research, and adopting new, higher standards.43 
The third important change that took place in this era was the rise 
of the “specialist” in American life. The most immediate effect of this 
change on the library movement was (in conjunction with the institu- 
tional differentiation of the library) the creation of a drastically altered 
conception of what the social role of the library was. Notable in this 
respect was an increasing emphasis on service as delivery of information 
to an increasingly more complex array of users. When one adds to this 
picture the rise of the importance of a college education in American 
life, i t  should not then seem surprising that Charles C. Williamson 
could find in the 1920s not only that the person most appropriate to the 
profession of librarianship “is most likely to be found in those who have 
completed a college course,” but that the truly professional work of such 
a person is not to be found in the mere act of organizing objects and 
processes (which Williamson caricatured as clerical routines) but rather 
lies in service to patrons based on extensive subject knowledge and the 
administration of the library in terms of its service goals.44 
In sum, by the 1920s, the phenomenon of the library within Ameri- 
can society had changed sufficiently to bring into question almost the 
entire complex of factors which provided the basis of Dewey’s first 
library education program. When one adds to those changes others that 
have occurred since the 1920s-notably, the rise of research, the rise of 
electronic technology, and the rise of an information revolution-one 
might reasonably conclude that Dewey’s relationship to his heirs of the 
present day is a moot point. 
In at least one issue, however, the struggle between learning and 
advancing the idea con tent behind a service profession and learning and 
advancing the skills needed to render those ideas effective, Dewey 
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remains ever-present. The lesson of “Library Hand” courses is arche- 
typical. Dewey’s inclusion of library hand in his library school curricu- 
lum has long been the object of amusement. It has been spoken of in 
hindsight as an indication of the clerical practice and therefore the 
nonintellectual orientation of early library education. Dewey, however, 
was not as ignorant as this kindof judgment implies. The chief technol- 
ogy for bibliographic control during the 1880swas handwriting. And if 
that technology was to be effective it had to be efficient and well done. 
This meant that some effort to control handwriting was not only useful 
but absolutely essential if the broader goals of the library were to be met. 
In a similar manner, one may imagine a day well in advance of the 
present when the computerized technologies and ideas of the present 
and the skills they involve-e.g., programming, word processing, key- 
board operation, online searching and algorithms, database 
construction-will have long been superseded by still more advanced 
technologies. Will the present-day inclusion of these curricular matters 
be at that future time an object of derision and an occasion for pointing 
out how obviously “nonintellectual” library and information science 
education was in the 1980s?The fact is that any professional education 
outside of one that perhaps exists only in the realm of pure intellect will 
necessarily struggle with balancing the needs of learning and advancing 
what is known at present with the skills needed to render that knowl- 
edge operable. Certainly there can be no shame either in attempting to 
achieve this balance or in accepting the fact that past educators also 
attempted to do the same. If Dewey bequeathed anything to the present- 
day library realm, it was surely this educational struggle. 
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An Exemplar: Clara Mable Brooks 
ON 16 OCTOBER 1913 John B. Wallbridge-lawyer, notary public, and 
secretary of the Hoopeston (Illinois) Public Library Board of Trustees-
penned a friendly letter of thanks to Phineas L. Windsor, director of the 
Illinois State Library School a t  Urbana. “Miss Brooks has now been ‘on 
the job-’ for two weeks,” he wrote, “and I am pleased that she is giving 
excellent satisfaction.” Wallbridge was speaking of Clara Mabel Brooks, 
a 1912graduate hired from Windsor’s school after she had been socialized 
by the curriculum and faculty to make the quick changes Wallbridge 
found so satisfactory. He noted especially how “she has instituted several 
very necessary changes and improvements. I wish to thank you for 
securing this estimable and efficient librarian for us.’J1 
Characteristics Wallbridge did not mention, however, were taken 
for granted by the two men, even though these characteristics were as 
important as Brooks’s professional abilities to the 5000-member com- 
munity that consisted of eleven churches, three policemen-“two of 
whom are not actually necessary”-no saloons, and no  public “graft.” 
For several days after her arrival in  Hoopeston on 1October, Brooks was 
introduced to the town’s prominent citizens by Mr. and Mrs. Wallbridge, 
with whom she temporarily boarded. More than fifty people, she later 
noted, had asked her about her religious preferences. Within a week she 
attended a Universalist gathering and shortly thereafter found perma- 
Wayne A. Wiegand is Associate Professor, College of Library and Information Science, 
University of Kentucky, Lexington, Kentucky. 
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nent quarters in a residence of “a good local family.” Once this white, 
Anglo-Saxon Protestant had passed community. muster, she began to 
work.2 
Brooks took charge of an institution that dated back to 1872and 
found its origins in the efforts of local women’sclubs. In 1905the library 
had assumed quarters in a handsome new structure funded by Andrew 
Carnegie, but board members were not satisfied with the leadership in 
the library. Brooks’s predecessor had regularly returned funds to the 
board at the end of every fiscal year. The institution deserved better; 
trustees wanted someone who could deliver quality library service to 
match the library’s quality quarters. Only then could the library assume 
its rightful place among the community’s cultural and educational 
institutions. That was why they hired a graduate of a library training 
program; they wanted to show they were willing to mobilizecommuni-
ty resources to fund good library services. 
Clara Brooks quickly demonstrated her professional expertise by 
harnessing her library training. She rearranged furniture in the circula- 
tion area to make the system more efficient and easier to control; she 
created a government documents collection by erecting shelves in two 
unused cloak rooms; and she established separate quarters for children’s 
library services and collections. Although the board applauded her 
efforts, she was impatient to do more. The public catalog was a mess, she 
thought. Books were classified by abridged Dewey, but her predecessor 
had made “so many exceptions and variations according to her own 
ideas” that Brooks became “quite dizzy” from searching. She hoped to 
standardize the system, and especially to superimpose American Library 
Association subject headings on the dictionary ~ a t a l o g . ~  
The 9000-volume collection itself was cause for concern. Brooks’s 
predecessor had neglected the children’s collection, allowed fiction to 
soar to nearly 80 percent of circulation and made all selections from 
publishers’ catalogs. The new librarian’s response was automatic. She 
immediately entered subscriptions to Publishers’ Weekly and Booklist 
magazine, both of which her training had told her provided authorita- 
tive guidance on the latest quality cultural and intellectual literature. 
She also began buying books through A.C. McClurg and Company of 
Chicago-a jobber which offered libraries substantial discounts 
through volume purchasing from publishers. In fact, McClurg regu- 
larly checked Publishers’ Weekly and Booklist to help maintain accu- 
rate inventory control. Finally, Brooks began a subscription to the H.W. 
Wilson Company’s Abridged Reader’s Guide to Periodical Literature- 
an index to twenty-two widely circulated magazines. The Reader’s 
Guide itself then became a selection aid for new subscriptions. With 
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these reputable collection development tools to assist her with library 
acquisitions, she could feel reasonably sure that the Hoopeston Public 
Library would be providing its community with the “best” new litera- 
ture on the market. 
Brooks had every right to feel proud of her accomplishments. She 
had been an immediate match with the character of thecommunity; she 
had increased Hoopeston’s interest in the institution under her care; she 
had carefully applied the expertise taught her in library school to 
improve its services; and she had used the selection tools that identified 
the newly published literature possessing cultural and intellectual 
authority in order to build a quality collection. Illinois State Library 
School Assistant Director Frances Simpson wrote her on 10 October that 
she “could not have done better” if she had the “entire library school 
faculty back of [her] to advise her.”4 Simpson’s praise acknowledged 
that Brooks had passed a second test. She had been successfully social- 
ized by her formal library education-i.e., her response to the actual 
working environment had been conditioned in the Illinois State Library 
School. 
Analyzing this small episode in the history of formal library educa- 
tion may be instructive for contemporary generations. Like most profes- 
sions during the past century, the library profession has looked to an 
increasingly circumscribed formal education to outfit professional aspi- 
rants with the values, attitudes, and accumulated knowledge the profes- 
sion applies to its work, and then after graduation to demonstrate them 
all in the workplace. Naturally, much of this socialization process takes 
place in the classroom; but what occurs there is also directly affected by 
forces pressing the curriculum from outside. Each force deserves a closer 
look on the occasion of formal library education’s centennial. Much has 
already been written on the subject but is based largely on professional 
perceptions forged in the 1950s and 1960s, and fails to benefit from the 
steadily growing body of literature on professionalization published in 
the 1970s and 1980s. A careful reading of this literature may provide a 
more relevant analytical (albeit still theoretical and speculative) frame- 
work which will enhance our understanding of the origins and impact 
of the socialization process in contemporary library education. 
The Literature on Professionalism 
In a summary of the literature on professionalism, Andrew Abbott 
has found that post-World War I1 schools of thought generally cluster 
into four group^.^ The functionalists-represented in the writings of 
Talcott Parsons-believe professions “function” to control the rela- 
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tionship between professional and client. The structuralists-
exemplified by Harold Wilensky-discount functions and concentrate 
more heavily on the structure of professions, which they find more 
compelling. Monopolists-led by Magali Sarfatti Larson-argue that 
professions deliberately attach themselves to bureaucracies to exert 
dominance and authority in order to improve professional status and 
power. For analyzing the socialization processes which have historically 
taken place in formal library education, however, all of these schools of 
thought have obvious flaws that limit their usefulness. 
A fourth school of thought, just emerging from the mix of pub-
lished literature, offers more promise by concentrating on what Abbott 
calls “the cultural authority of professions.” In recent years sociologists 
of professions have increasingly questioned the concept of “progress” 
toward some form of scientific accuracy and have reexamined profes- 
sionals’ role as agents of that progress. Scholars now openly acknowl- 
edge that professions are not value-free, and certainly not the 
disinterested communities altruistically dedicated to serving the public 
that they say they are. Often, in fact, professions seem to serve their own 
interests first. Abbott joins others calling for more attention to each 
profession’s area of authority in order to test traditional definitions.6 
Paul Starr expands upon this approach in the first section of his 
award-winning book, T h e  Social Transformation of American Medi- 
cine.7 He argues that: “Authority incorporates two sources of effective 
control: legitimacy and dependence.” In order to work, legitimacy 
requires client obedience; dependence resides in the client’s fear of “foul 
consequences” if he does not obey. Starr says that “cultural authority 
refers to the probability that particular definitions of reality and judg- 
ments of meaning and value will prevail as valid and true.” Cultural 
authority can also be carried by objects like the Bible, reference books, 
and works of scholarship. 
Librarianship and Cultural and Intellectual Authority 
Starr’s definition of cultural authority can easily be applied to 
librarianship. For thousands of years the librarian’s primary responsi- 
bility has been to acquire, maintain, and preserve objects of cultural and 
intellectual authority. For the past 100 years, library science students 
have been told the same thing. What is seldom discussed-but which 
becomes apparent from reading contemporary scholarship on the 
professions-is that librarians have relied heavily on outside experts or 
on accepted literary and intellectual canons to identify these objects.8 
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Only after obtaining outside sanctions, only after applying the 
standards prescribed by conventional literary and intellectual canons, 
do librarians acquire the authority objects in order to apply their 
particular expertise-they catalog, classify, and circulate the authority 
objects to preselected publics that are then invited to benefit from 
exposure to them. And these publics appear willing to grant that at least 
on occasion a library’s collections contain some authority they have 
determined is relevant to their lives. To paraphrase Starr, the publics 
attribute varying degrees of legitimacy to the collections and build up 
varying degrees of dependence upon them. For the past 100 years, library 
science students have been taught how to acquire, classify, catalog, and 
circulate library collections and where to look for guidance in selecting 
sources of cultural and intellectual authority. 
Exercising expertise on authoritative collections mandates the 
existence of an institution in which that expertise can beappliedand the 
collections housed. The institution-generally called a “library”-
requires support from outside sources if no fees are charged for services 
provided. In the United States, this support in recent years has come 
most often from government coffers. For the past 100 years library 
science students have been studying the library from a variety of 
angles-its physical plant, organizational structure, funding sources, 
and the principles of administration needed to run it. 
Objects of cultural and intellectual authority, professional exper- 
tise, and an institution sanctioned and supported by the government in 
which all this takes place-all of these elements were present when 
Clara Brooks scored her quick successes at the Hoopeston Public 
Library in October 1913. The local community supported the Carnegie 
library, Brooks applied the expertise she had learned at the Illinois State 
Library School, and the selection aids she used had already applied 
prescribed standards set by conventional canons to identify the accepted 
objects of cultural and intellectual authority which she wanted to 
circulate to her community. Thus the analytical model which surfaces 
from the scholarship on professions published in the last ten years seems 
to have relevance for studying the library profession. 
Agates, Pumpkins, and Character 
To this mix, however, one more element might be added to aug-
ment the model’s validity for analyzing the socialization process in the 
formal education system which supplies the library profession with new 
members. Often this element escapes attention because it stands for a set 
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of requirements for admission to library schools. Although these 
requirements have changed significantly over the decades, in this essay 
they shall be gathered and discussed under the general term character. 
Paul Mattingly, in his study of nineteenth-century schoolmen, 
discovered that educators’ professional ideology had its origins in their 
belief in character-at that time defined as a “moral potential within 
each person [that] was somewhat susceptible to improvement and 
refinement given the proper influences. ’” Mattingly’s words sound very 
close to Melvil Dewey’s oft-quoted quip about a human’s inherent 
qualities-“You can polish an agate, but not a pumpkin.” In fact, 
late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century library schools were very 
concerned with the “character” of the people they admitted to their 
programs. They believed only recruits possessing the right kind of 
character would enjoy professional success. For her time and in her 
place, Clara Brooks obviously passed that test. She was a white Anglo- 
Saxon Protestant woman who matched the social, cultural, and, in this 
particular case, religious profile of the community she sought to serve. 
Character, institution, expertise, and objects of cultural and intel- 
lectual authority-each of these elements can be seen in the socialization 
process designed to inculcate the profession’s values, attitudes, and 
accumulated knowledge that has taken place in formal library science 
education over the past 100 years. Each also deserves extended discus- 
sion in order to measure its impact more thoroughly and to locate its 
role more accurately in the profession’s historical development. 
On 5 January 1887 Melvil Dewey opened the doors of his School of 
Library Economy at Columbia College. Dewey himself penned the 
admission requirement: “Any person of good moral character present- 
ing a satisfactory certificate or diploma, or satisfying the director by 
personal examination that he has sufficient natural fitness, ability, and 
education to take the course creditably ...may be admitted to the 
People meeting Dewey’s standards of character, in other words, were 
admitted to a program taught primarily by nonscholar generalists 
steeped in practical experience. 
To develop a professional expertise, Dewey’s students listened to 
lectures on cataloging methods, classification schemes, and circulation 
systems that were delivered by such highly regarded practitioners as 
Charles A. Cutter, Samuel Swett Green, William I. Fletcher, and Dewey 
himself. Library students then practiced the methods they had learned 
under the watchful eyes of several members of the Columbia College 
Library staff. T o  secure a good understanding of the institutional 
framework in which methods were applied, students also listened to 
several prominent administrators like William Frederick Poole, Jose- 
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phus Nelson Larned, Reuben Guild, and Justin Winsor expound on 
library buildings, organization, and the fundamental principles of 
library administration. Finally, to make sure his students became 
acquainted with the appropriate written products of cultural and intel- 
lectual authority, Dewey invited Columbia College faculty members 
(e.g., political scientist John W. Burgess) to lecture on the state of 
bibliography in their own separate fields. 
The Ideology of the “Library Spirit” 
If the analytical framework discussed previously is applied to 
Dewey’s school, one might conclude that students who completed the 
program had been socialized to: (1) honor the dictates of outside profes- 
sional expertise on the appropriate publications carrying cultural and 
intellectual authority; (2) practice an expertise unique to their own 
profession; and (3)accept the validity of the institution in which it  all 
took place. And since the students had been screened for moral fitness, 
they already possessed adequate character to carry forward what Dewey 
called the “library spirit’’-a powerful ideology which argued that the 
authority inherent in a library collection housed in an institution 
legitimated by the state would, when coupled with the librarian’s spe- 
cial professional expertise, develop a dependency among the members 
of the mass public who sought to continue their education beyond 
formal schooling. 
For generations thereafter, Dewey’s school, its curriculum and 
admission requirements became the standard against which all subse- 
quently established library schools measured themselves. That the 
ideology he espoused was convincing is obvious from the careful way 
other schools mimicked his system. It was no coincidence that most were 
run by former Dewey students. 
Responsible professionals have always felt obligated to improve 
existing methods of delivering services, and historically library educa- 
tors have proved no exception. Debates on the appropriate way to 
improve the socialization process took several forms. Most library 
schools acknowledged they could augment the character of profession-
als by increasing admissions standards; but the salaries librarians were 
able to command, and the vacancies crying to be filled, forced them to 
compromise. Disputes on authority were less common, since authority 
of the objects librarians collected was determined largely outside the 
profession. When disputes did occur, however, they generally paralleled 
debates raging in scholarly circles.” 
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Authority and Library School Curricula 
Disagreements over the appropriate proportion of curricular atten- 
tion to be given to expertise and institution were more frequent. In the 
early twentieth century, administrators argued that library schools were 
spending too much time acclimating students to cataloging and classifi- 
cation methods, not enough time to principles of administration. In 
1906 E.H. Anderson, Dewey’s successor at the New York State Library 
School, called for greater attention to the “phases” of library manage- 
ment “which call for executive and administrative ability.”l2 In 1916, 
Cornelia Marvin, director of the Oregon State Library, admonished 
Mary Wright Plummer, director of the New York Public Library 
School, to improve student skills in the business routine of library 
systems. “It has always been my experience that librarians are lacking in 
business knowledge,” she wrote, “and I think it would be a splendid 
thing if [students] might have this emphasized a little.”’3 
“I think you are a little hard on library schools,” wrote Everett 
Perry, director of the Los Angeles Public Library Training School, 
responding to a similar criticism Marvin made three years later.14 In 
1919 the Los Angeles curriculum fit into four broad categories: 
(1) technical courses, which covered cataloging, classification, and 
accessions; (2)bibliographical courses, which included book selection, 
reference, special subject literatures, and public documents; (3) admin-
istration courses; and (4)miscellaneous courses, including the history of 
books and libraries and “current” library literature. The categories 
themselves reveal an obvious push of forces. By World War I the library 
as an institution had assumed a standard organizational profile which 
included reference and cataloging departments, and that organization 
in turn exerted an influence on technical and bibliographical courses. 
Miscellaneous courses were designed to inculcate some of the “library 
spirit” felt during turn-of-the-century growth years by “demonstrat- 
ing” the historical-and contemporary-benefits that libraries, their 
collections, and services had on the social environment in which they 
coexisted.l5 
Faculty members also contributed to the process. Generally, they 
were professionals steeped in practical skills who themselves had been 
socialized by an apprenticeship system designed toperpetuate the status 
quo. What literature faculty members did publish applauded the library 
spirit or made use of empirical research that generally addressed the 
expertise considered necessary to manage collections or the institutions 
that housed them. And by example faculty members reinforced that 
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lesson on their students-the modern library professional was a non- 
scholar generalist. 
Supporting this curriculum and faculty were several regularly 
revised textbooks now considered classics. Alice B. Kroeger’s Guide to  
Reference Books and John Cotton Dana’s Library Primer took their 
places among students’ required reading in such standard library peri- 
odicals as Library Journal, Public Libraries, Bulletin of the American 
Library Association, and Booklist magazine, and alongside work with 
the latest editions of the Dewey Decimal Classification and Charles A. 
Cutter’s Rules for a Dictionary Catalog. Textbooks taught students to 
accept the legitimacy of the library institution, to embrace its self- 
assumed obligation to collect the objects of cultural and intellectual 
authority that external experts had identified as socially valuable and to 
develop an expertise unique to the library profession. 
Still the profession expressed discontent with the socialization 
process. Other professions, like law and medicine, seemed to be drawing 
better students, certainly better male students, which many male librar- 
ians viewed as the major obstacle preventing librarianship from assum- 
ing a more prominent position within the community of professions. 
Another dimension to the problem related to students’ basic character. 
Librarian of Congress Herbert Putnam pointed out in 1906 that ques- 
tions of character revolved around events occurring before students ever 
got into the schools.16 
Enough other librarians eventually agreed that by the time Charles 
C. Williamson published his now classic Training for Library Seruice 
(1923), he actually gave voice to an accelerating momentum. He wrote: 
“One of the most fundamental conclusions of this report is that profes- 
sional library training should be based on a college education or its full 
eq~ivalent.”’~A liberal arts education, in other words, would certify the 
library school graduate’s character level upon which librarians could 
build a stronger profession. Although not always openly stated, it was 
nevertheless generally accepted that a college graduate had a deeper 
understanding of the classic objects of cultural and intellectual author- 
ity than a noncollege graduate, and that the former was better able than 
the latter to apply prescribed standards set by contemporary literary and 
intellectual canons to determine which newly published works ought to 
become authority objects worthy of acquisition.18 Consequently, i t  was 
assumed, college graduates could interpret library collections to readers 
seeking advice much better than could nongraduates. 
Williamson offered a second major conclusion. “The professional 
library school should be organized as a department of a university along 
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with other professional schools, rather than in public libraries, state or 
municipal.” By 1923 the compromise between the ideal and reality was 
obviously no longer acceptable. Not only could librarians expect the 
quality of their profession not to improve substantially unless library 
school graduates had a college degree, the whole process of socializing 
aspiring professionals with the requisite character ought to take place 
within a university setting. The force of the arguments Williamson 
made was compelling; within a decade, library training schools affil- 
iated with public or state libraries had disappeared. The profession had 
welcomed the university’s intervention into the socialization process of 
library science students as a marked improvement. For the next twenty 
years most criticisms of library education aimed at living up  to the ideal. 
By the end of World War I1 several library schools were even insisting 
that applicants be in the top half of their graduating classes or show a 
“B” average.lg Some librarians assumed character could be graded. 
While library schools steadily pressed for a more reliable way to 
measure the character potential of students they admitted, the profes- 
sion was not idle in its attention to improving the socialization process 
within the curriculum. By applying the analytical framework discussed 
at the beginning of this essay, i t  appears that the primary goal was to 
increase the quality of instruction designed to build expertise, yet leave 
relatively untouched basic assumptions about the legitimacy of the 
institution in which this expertise was practiced and the authority of the 
cultural and intellectual objects around which the expertise revolved. 
The 1951 “Standards for Accreditation” that the American Library 
Association applied to library school master’s degree programs provide 
a convenient set of guidelines with which to test the analytical frame- 
work. Carl White has suggested that “the standards obligate the library 
school, in cooperation with its parent institution, to transmit the cumu- 
lated knowledge and intellectual skills required to maximize the social 
usefulness of libraries.” His summary of the curricular reflections of 
this elevated sense of obligation is revealing.m 
One area White called an innovation was the development of 
subject bibliography courses. Library educators acknowledged that the 
literature in all fields had grown exponentially since the turn of the 
century, and they felt students somehow ought to be exposed to these 
literatures as much as possible. Their belief rested on an assumption 
that such exposure would make students better professionals-as refer-
ence librarians, literature searchers, and collection builders-and might 
induce more students to undertake subject bibliography as a branch of 
study once they became professionals. When matched against Paul 
Star’s definition of objects of “cultural authority,” however, it appears 
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that subject bibliography courses made little attempt to draw students 
into a debate over the validity and truth-claims of the sources that the 
library profession sought to control bibliographically. Determining the 
authority of sources covered in these courses and setting the standards 
with which they were to be measured continued to reside outside the 
profession. 
White suggested that: “Technical services represented another cur- 
ricular innovation, or at least a new way to treat several traditional 
subjects.” Study of technical services required students to analyze the 
process of cataloging and classification-both tasks requiring profes- 
sional expertise that librarians had practiced for decades-and then to 
locate that process within an institutional work flow. Close analysis of 
this innovation, however, reveals consistency with the analytical model 
articulated in previous pages. Students were not required to question 
the need for the expertise, nor the legitimacy of the institution to which 
it  was attached. Rather, the change was imposed by perceived institu- 
tional necessity. The curriculum, in other words, responded to organi- 
zational changes that took place in the institution. Like subject 
bibliography, technical services courses can hardly be considered funda- 
mental changes in the process of socializing library science students. 
“Library services” constituted a third area of curricular attention. 
Courses fitting this heading were designed toacquaint students with the 
different types of library services provided by different kinds of libraries; 
they also asked students to consider whether all of these services com- 
bined supplied a system adequate to the nation’s needs. Implicit in the 
latter was a belief that gaps existed which librarians needed to address. 
Students were encouraged to think about expanding the institution, the 
authority objects it housed, and professional expertise applied to 
extending the library to previously unserved groups. More efficient 
methods of delivering library services would accelerate the effort to fill 
gaps; students were encouraged to search for them. 
Finally, the imposition of the 1951 standards also brought the 
introduction of several courses White fits under the general title of 
“Foundations of Librarianship.” Here again, implementation of these 
courses rested on a belief that libraries provided essential services which, 
unfortunately, much of society had not yet acknowledged. Closer study 
of the origins of libraries, i t  was assumed, would provide students with 
the information necessary to demonstrate the library’s true contribution 
to the groups holding social, political, and economic power which had 
not yet recognized or were ignoring the library. Grounding students in 
the foundations of the profession to which they sought entrance would 
arm them with effective, accurate ammunition for the uphill battle. 
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White himself acknowledges that “foundations” courses were created to 
do for students in the mid-twentieth century what the “library spirit” 
did for students in the late nineteenth century. Hindsight suggests that 
the ideology which argued that the authority inherent in the collection, 
housed in an institution supported by the state and served by the special 
professional expertise of the library community, remained intact. The 
socialization process may have been raised to new levels of communica-
tion and legitimated by higher education when the 1951 standards were 
implemented, but measured against the analytical framework discussed 
here, the basic process does not appear to have changed much since 
Dewey opened the doors of the Columbia College School of Library 
Economy on 5 January 1887. 
Quality and Library School Curricula 
More than three decades have passed since the American Library 
Association imposed its 1951 standards on library education and 
cemented a socialization process that was evident from its origins. 
Library and informa tion science schools now operate under a revised set 
of standards brought into force in 1972. Each library school is expected 
to meet acceptable qualitative standards in six broad areas: (1) program 
goals and objectives; (2)curriculum; (3) students; (4) faculty; ( 5 )gover-
nance, administration and financial support; and (6)physical resources 
and facilities. Only the first four will be checked against the analytical 
model. 
Character.The definition of character has changed over the decades 
since Melvil Dewey first began his search for “agate.” By the mid- 
twentieth century educators had become convinced that exposure to a 
good undergraduate liberal arts curriculum would develop the kind of 
moral character and personal ethics which would serve as a sound 
foundation for most types of professional service. 
Library schools operate on the same premise. In the last twenty 
years they have increased admissions requirements by introducing new 
standards of measurement for comparison. Insisting that applicants 
have an undergraduate grade point average of 2.75 on a 4.00 scale is not 
uncommon. Applicants are also expected to take the Graduate Record 
Examination and score above 900. Both moves were enacted to improve 
the character of students seeking admission to library and information 
science programs or at least to maintain those levels in an era of grade 
inflation. Nonetheless, complaints by library school faculty about the 
quality of students in their classrooms are still common. Lack of skills 
in communication, both oral and written (two skills considered essen- 
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tial to any professional work), are now causing many to question the 
validity of GPA and GRE scores as adequate measures of professional 
potential. 
Authority. Because students bringing a 2.75 GPA and 900 GRE 
score are expected to know the major published works of cultural and 
intellectual authority and to be acquainted with standards implicit in 
the dominant literary and intellectual canons, library and information 
science school curricula continue to concentrate student attention on 
methods of controlling this vast literature; students study subject and 
area bibliography, and learn how to verify new works of authority. They 
are not expected to participate directly in determining what works carry 
authority. That task is left to experts from other fields. 
In other words, students are still being socialized to trust the opin- 
ions of authority experts from outside fields as a foundation for the 
library’s decisions about what to include and whatnot to include. To an 
outside public which believes librarians “know books,” this may come 
as a shock. A more accurate statement might be that librarians know 
how to apply the standards dictated by conventional canons that have 
been developed outside the profession, or they know where to find the 
opinions of disciplinary experts better situated to “know books” in their 
own areas of authority. Except for tools unique to librarianship, library 
science students are not socialized to make “authority” decisions. 
Institution. The overwhelming majority of graduates of library 
and information science schools still get their first professional posi- 
tions in institutions called “libraries.” Thus it is only natural that the 
institution continues to exert a significant influence on curricular 
development. Unlike the professions of medicine or law, the library 
profession is oriented toward a corporate rather than a competitive 
environment, and the communal nature of the institution in which 
librarians work is reflected throughout the curricula that socialize 
library students. 
Most library and information science schools have retained in their 
core curricula considerable attention to the administration of libraries. 
Nonetheless, complaints about library school graduates continue to 
come from practitioners perplexed with the graduates’ inability to fit 
easily into the institutional structures that have developed in the last 
century. 
In 1984 twelve library and information science educators spent 
three weeks in a research library institute at the University of North 
Carolina that was sponsored by the Association for Research Libraries 
and funded by the Council on Library Resources. Practitioners who 
spoke to the educators about curricular change identified two issues as 
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crucial-( 1) generate in library and information science students a 
greater ability to work effectively in groups, and (2) increase their 
capacity to cope with stress and ambiguity. Practitioners considered 
both of these skills essential to the success of research library 
institutions. 
Students themselves intuitively acknowledge this institutional pull 
on their curricular experience. If not required, most feel obligated to 
take at least one administration or library organization course. In some 
schools this pull is magnified by a requiredclinical experience. That the 
entire socialization process addressing the institution in the curriculum 
may be imposing unconscious parameters on students’ perceived set of 
options is not often openly admitted. 
Expertise. Because expertise separates the library and information 
science profession from other professions, it continues to receive the 
majority of contemporary curricular attention. Students spend much 
time studying methods of acquiring, arranging, storing, retrieving, and 
circulating objects of cultural and intellectual authority. They become 
acquainted with some of the newer methods of delivering traditional 
services that technological innovations introduced to library 
institutions-i.e., services like automated circulation and security sys- 
tems, file construction and database management, computerized cata- 
loging, and reference work. Seldom do students explore beyond these 
professional boundaries, however. Library and information science 
school curricula do not socialize them to think that way. And all of this 
is reinforced by example-by a faculty which is encouraged and 
rewarded for applied research. The author of a cataloging text has a 
better chance of substantial royalties and professional recognition than 
the author of a scholarly monograph on the foundations of academic 
librarianship. The faculty member skilled in conducting effective work- 
shops on microcomputers in the library will draw more and larger 
audiences than the faculty member concerned with professional ethics. 
Students assimilate this quickly, and the socialization process is 
complete. 
Conclusion 
Library education has experienced significant changes since 5 Jan-
uary 1887, but the analytical framework applied here and grounded in 
the most recent scholarship on the professions suggests that the changes 
have not been fundamental in nature. Character, expertise, and institu- 
tions have shifted with the times, but apparently not the source of 
authority around which the other three revolve. Curricular modifica- 
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tions have generally followed the dynamics of a changing environment 
affected by outside forces like the introduction of new technology and 
improved methods of administration. Contemporary library and infor- 
mation science students are being socialized to cope with these changes 
so that their response to problems is appropriately conditioned when 
they enter the profession. A century after formal library education 
began, library science students can be described as college graduates 
learning the expertise considered necessary to maintain and improve 
services within an institution housing objects of cultural and intellec- 
tual authority. 
Clara Brooks was also socialized to respond to a situation. She 
possessed a certain character considered appropriate to her time and 
place, applied an expertise she learned in library school that was con- 
sistent with turn-of-the-century librarianship, ran an institution sup- 
ported by local tax dollars, and sought to fill i t  with the objects of 
cultural and intellectual authority that had been identified by outside 
experts as “valid and true.” By the standards of her profession and her 
employers, she scored significant successes. Although the standards of 
measurement may have changed since Brooks entered library school, the 
socialization process she experienced seventy years ago appears to bear a 
striking resemblance to contemporary library and information science 
education. 
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Women in Library Education: 
Down the Up Staircase 
MARY NILES MAACK 
OVERTHE PAST CENTURY women have played a variety of roles in library 
education. Not only have they consistently made up  the majority of 
students, but they have also distinguished themselves as founders of 
schools, as deans, directors, or principals, as instructors, and as 
members of those ALA committees that set the standards by which 
schools were to be accredited. Although the names of numerous women 
appear in the historical studies on library education (by Carroll, 
Churchwell, Davis, Houser and Schrader, Vann, and White)' the 
indexes to these works reveal very few references to women as a group. 
The approach taken by these historians can be defended on the grounds 
that women leaders worked closely with their male colleagues in creat- 
ing and reshaping library education. In fact, i t  could be argued that 
women were fully integrated into the field and did not view their 
contributions as somehow related to the issue of gender roles. 
Although i t  is important to emphasize that women have always 
been a part of the mainstream in library education, there is also an 
interest in considering how their participation in the field has changed 
over the past one hundred years. As one examines both the rank and 
proportional representation of female library educators, i t  soon 
becomes apparent that their power and influence have decreased drama- 
tically. At the turn of the century, women directed three of the four 
existing schools, but in 1984-1985 they held only 32.3 percent of the 
deanships of accredited programs and occupied less than half of the 
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tenured posts in these schools. A great deal of research needs to be done 
before the complex-and often paradoxical-nature of these changes 
can be fully documented and analyzed. Due to the limitations of time 
and space, this essay represents only the first, preliminary effort to 
extract data on women from relevant biographical, historical, and 
quantitative studies and to place information from these scattered sour- 
ces within a feminist historical framework. 
Central to this discussion is an examination of women’s status in 
library education. Herestatus is used in the expanded sense suggested by 
Joan Kelly-Gadol who defines the concept “to refer to women’s place 
and power-that is the roles and positions women hold in society by 
comparison with those of men.IJ2 Kelly-Gadol goes on to observe that 
the historical study of women’s status demands a new approach to 
periodization: 
Indeed what emerges is a fairly regular pattern of relative loss of status 
for women precisely in those periods of so-called progressive 
change....To pursue this problem is to become aware of the fact that 
there was no “renaissance” for women, at least not during the 
Renaissance. There was, on the contrary, a marked restriction of the 
scope and power of women3 
In a very similar way, women’s loss of status as leaders in library 
education occurred over a time period normally perceived as one of 
continuing professionalization and upward mobility for the field. 
Houser and Schrader point out that most writers “firmly believe 
that ...various events [in the history of library education] and the 
apparent ‘growth’ they represented were incremental, a kind of relent-
less natural progression. ’” Because this “progression” resulted in the 
restriction of women’s power in terms of their access to deanships and a 
reduction of their representation on the faculty (especially in the 
tenured ranks) a new chronological framework is needed in order to 
reevaluate the “landmarks” in the quest for graduate education as they 
affected the nature and scope of women’s activities. 
For the purpose of this essay three distinct periods have been 
identified. The first period begins in 1887 with the participation of 
women as students and lecturers in the first library training class; it ends 
in 1923 with the opening of the Paris Library School which was set up 
by Sarah Bogle and staffed by a talented group of female librarians from 
the United States. During this period of missionary fervor, women did 
not hesitate to assume roles as pioneers and innovators in the crusade to 
establish formal library training programs. 
This era of expansion and experimentation was followed by a 
period of transition-as library schools began to move from the less 
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discriminatory environment of large libraries and four-year institutions 
into a university environment where women were often excluded from 
the faculty or relegated to the lowest posts. The period from the creation 
of the Board of Education for Librarianship (BEL) in 1924 until the 
drafting of the new standards in 1950 was a time when female library 
educators fully participated in the changes that were occurring in the 
field, and noted women served on the subcommittees whose work was to 
place library education firmly at the master’s-degree level. Nonetheless, 
as women began to fall behind in the number of doctorates earned, they 
were also losing ground in their leadership of the field. 
The final period begins with the approval of the 1951 standards and 
is marked by a demographic shift as women were progressively replaced 
by men-both in deanships and in the ranks of tenured faculty. This 
masculinization was not curtailed until recently, despite a resurgence of 
feminism in the late 1960s. Although there were many social, cultural, 
and psychological factors that led to a predominance of men in library 
education, the masculinization of the field can be linked to the leader- 
ship role played by library schools in the major universities where 
antifeminist biases have had a long, well-documented history. 
Missionaries and Mentors 1887-1923 
On 5 January 1887 when the first eager class of library students 
assembled in makeshift quarters above the Columbia chapel, they were 
quite unaware that Dewey had been forbidden to use any existing 
college classroom because he had insisted on admitting women to the 
all-male campus.’ Dewey’s effort to provide instruction to this first class 
of seventeen women and three men was quite audacious in a college 
described by one of his first female apprentices as being, at the time, 
“almost as hermetically sealed to women as a monastery.”’ Although 
the presence of female students is generally cited as the chief reason for 
the expulsion of the library school from the masculine precincts of 
Columbia, Sarah Vann has observed that without women, Dewey could 
have scarcely created a library training program at all. She points out 
that Dewey’s experiment would have been imperiled had he attempted 
to maintain a school for only three male students. Vann continues: 
“Thus, despite the administrative crisis which was engendered and 
which was solved only by Dewey’s transference of the school to the New 
York State Library, the anomaly is that women, in their ready accep- 
tance of formal training, were largely responsible for the continuation 
of the first formal training program and others which were developed 
afterward.”’ 
WINTER 1986 403 
MARY MAACK 
Dewey retained the directorship of the library school after its 
transfer to Albany, but his multiple responsibilities as state librarian 
and secretary to the New York Board of Regents led him to delegate 
much of the work at the school to a devoted group of assistants who had 
followed him from Columbia. In his biography of Dewey, Fremont 
Rider remarked that these five women and two men actually “conducted 
the school while he [Dewey] inspired it,” and by 1901 a good friend 
noted that Dewey seldom met classes and had lectured fewer than four 
times in the course of the year6 Throughout Dewey’s tenure at Albany, 
it was Mary Salome Cutler Fairchild, vice-director of the school, who 
was responsible for its day-to-day operation. Known as an inspiring 
lecturer as well as a competent executive, she had begun teaching 
cataloging to the first library training class in 1887. During her sixteen 
years at Albany, Fairchild was assisted by three of Dewey’s first female 
protkgkes-Florence Woodworth, a capable administrator; Ada Alice 
Jones, who taught cataloging; and May Seymour, a specialist in classifi- 
cation who also lectured on library printing and editing. These women 
were “part of that group who were resolute in their commitment to 
systematic instruction instead of apprenti~eship.”~ 
This new approach vvas also advocated by Mary Wright Plummer, 
a graduate of the 1888 class at Columbia. After working two years in the 
Saint Louis Public Library she accepted an appointment at the Pratt 
Institute Free Library where she immediately began laying the founda- 
tions of the second American library school. Plummer believed that the 
goal of library education should be “the training in principles and the 
education of the judgement of the individual so that he may apply these 
principles in any given case and not fall back helplessly on cut-and- 
dried methods.”” Following her return from a year-long leave of 
absence devoted to visiting European libraries, Mary Wright Plummer 
began to organize an extended program at Pratt. In 1896 a second year of 
instruction, patterned after European library education, was offered to 
students who wished to work in large, scholarly libraries. These stu- 
dents took courses on ancient and modern continental literature, the 
history of books and printing, and Italian, as well as bibliography, 
advanced cataloging, and “a general survey of larger matters of library 
administration.”” Three years later Plummer inaugurated another 
second-year program for a very different specialty-children’s 
librarianship. 
Mary Wright Plummer’s innovative work at Pratt soon brought her 
recognition as a leader of the library training movement, and in June 
1901Library Journal featured her article on past accomplishments and 
future prospects in the field. Already she was predicting a need for 
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specialized training, and although she never advocated college gradua- 
tion as an entrance requirement at Pratt, she emphasized the need to 
“raise the standard of library work and bring i t  within the scholarly 
sphere.” She commented: “It is my hope that some day our leading 
universities may have chairs of librarianships, with courses similar to, 
though perhaps more extended than, that given by Dr. Dziatzko at 
Gottingen, and that mature college students may be able to elect college 
work that will combine naturally with these courses. ’J’ 
Emphasis on solid scholarly training was also a major theme in the 
writings of another library school founder, Katharine Sharp. Regarded 
as one of the most promising students at the New York State Library 
School, Sharp had begun organizing a library exhibit for the Colum- 
bian Exposition when the president of Armour Institute asked Dewey to 
recommend the best man in America to set up a library and organize a 
library training program at his institution. Dewey then launched Sharp 
on a career in library education with his famous reply: “The best man in 
America is a woman and she is in the next ~OOIII .”~~ 
Although she soon succeeded in expanding the training program at 
Armour to two years, Sharp was eager to move the school toa university 
setting. In 1897 she accepted the offer from the University of Illinois to 
transfer her school to Urbana where she would hold the title of full 
professor and would serve as director of the university library as well as 
head of the library school. Sharp favored this arrangement because she 
believed that library school instructors should be involved in practical 
work but she also attempted to have the school recognized as a collegiate 
unit separate from the library. Although she was unsuccessful in her 
efforts to obtain a status for the school that was comparable to other 
professional schools (such as the College of Law), by 1903 she had 
managed to raise the entrance requirements to three years of college 
work. Sharp never received sufficient support from the university to 
establish a graduate program that would fulfill her goal of training 
individuals for the highest positions, but through her example and 
commitment she did succeed in inspiring several women who were to 
play a leading role in library education. One of these was Harriet Howe 
who praised Sharp for her “criticalness, concentration, accu-
racy...judgement, adaptability, professional knowledge, and forceful- 
ness.”14 
Although Sharp was in many ways an exceptional woman, she 
undoubtedly benefited from the stimulating atmosphere during her 
student days in Albany where she interacted not only with the director 
and faculty but also with gifted classmates like Alice Kroeger, who 
founded the library school at Drexel Institute in Philadelphia; and Mary 
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Robbins, who set up  a similar program in Boston at Simmons College 
for women. Three later graduates of the New York StateLibrary School 
(two women and one man) also contributed to the spread of library 
education by founding schools in Pittsburgh, Cleveland, and Berkeley. 
Although a few other men were also instrumental in setting up  
library schools, two-thirds of the fifteen schools created prior to 1920 
were organized by women (see table 1). Imbued with the ideals of a new 
movement, these women displayed a great deal of initiative and entre- 
preneurial spirit rather than the timidity and passivity that were consi- 
dered feminine attributes in the late nineteenth century. One woman, 
Mary Wright Plummer, even established two schools, while another, 
Anne Wallace Howland, created the first library training program in 
the South at Atlanta Public Library (subsequently transferred to Emory 
University) and later accepted the call to reestablish the program at 
Drexel which had been closed from 1914 to 1922. 
While most of these female library school founders had formal 
library training, their academic backgrounds were quite diverse. Two 
women possessed advanced degrees-Katharine Sharp, with a master’s 
from Northwestern, and Mary Jane Sibley, the director of the Syracuse 
program who had no library training but had earned a doctorate in 
1892. At the other extreme was one woman who had studied with private 
tutors and others whose highest diploma came from a public high 
school or a female seminary. Some women attended colleges like Mount 
Holyoke or Wellesley, but not all of them had graduated. Among the 
latter group was Mary Wright Plummer whose wide reading, extensive 
travel, and publications (poems, essays, and children’s books as well as 
works on librarianship) made her one of the most distinguished 
members of the field. Shaped by an era when very few women had the 
opportunity to finish college, Plummer and her successor at Pratt, 
Josephine Rathbone, opposed the requirement that all library school 
students have a college degree. Rathbone was outspoken in her defense 
of the principle of “maintaining an open door for the excepional 
woman who had gained from other experience the knowledge and 
culture...that college is supposed to give [author’s emphasi~].”’~ 
Although the existing biographical studies of this first generation 
of female library educators offer few clues about their attitudes toward 
the women’s rights movement, they could certainly be considered “fem- 
inist” in their commitment to training women for leadership roles in 
librarianship. Both through personal example and through encourage- 
ment of talented female protkgeks, they expressed the belief that women 
could make a valuable contribution to the field. Katharine Sharp, for 
example, has been frequently cited for her influence on students such as 
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TABLE 1 
LIBRARYSCHOOLFOUNDERS1887-1919 
School Date Founder Library Training 
Columbia/New York 
State Library School 
(NYSL) 1887 M e l d  Dewey(1851-1931) none 
Pratt Institute 1890 Mary Wright Plummer NYSL 1887 
(1856-1 916) 
Drexel Institute 1891 Alice B. Kroeger NYSL 1891 
(1864- 1909) 
Armour Institute/ 1893 Katharine Sharp NYSL 1892 
University of Illinois (1865- 191 4) 
Pittsburgh 1901 Frances Jenkins Olcott NYSL 1896 
(1872-1963) 
Simmons 1902 Mary E. Robbins NYSL 1892 
(1865-1939) 
Western Reserve 1904 William Brett (1846-1918) none 
Elecm Doren(1861-1927) NYSL 1895 
Carnegie Library 1905 Anne WallaceHowland none 
Atlan ta/Emory 
University of Wisconsin 1906 Mary E. Hazeltine none 
(1868- 1949) 
Syracuse 1906 Dr. Mary J. Sibley none 
Ph.D. 1892 
New York Public 1911 Mary Wright Plummer NYSL 1887 
Library (1856-1916) 
University of 1911 William E. Henry none 
Washington 
Los Angeles Public 1914 Everett Robbins Perry ---
Library/ USC 
Saint Louis Public 1914 Harriet E. Sawyer Pratt 1904 
University of Cali-
fornia-Berkeley 1919 Sydney Mitchell NYSL 1904 
(1878-1951) 
Sources: The list of schools with dates of foundation is taken from Davis, Donald. The 
Association of American Library Schools, 1915-1968. Metuchen, N. J.: Scarecrow, 
1974, p. 360. Supplementary information on founders is taken from Vann, Sarah K. 
Training for Librarianship before 1923. Chicago: ALA, 1961;and from the Dictionary of 
American Library Biography, edited by Bohdan S. Wynar. Littleton, Colo.:Libraries Un- 
limited, 1978. 
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Alice Tyler (who later directed the Western Reserve library school), 
Harriett Howe (who founded the library school in Denver), and Mar- 
garet Mann (who became famous for her role as a library educator as 
well as an expert on cataloging). Much later Mann recalled that Sharp 
“never lost an opportunity to share with her students all the learning 
she had acquired; her influence was not just a passing incident in their 
lives-it was something that went far deeper; she aroused in t h e m  a 
certain determination to succeed and gave them glimpses of things far 
beyond their own work and their own horizons [emphasis added].”’6 
Influenced by Sharp, Mann herself became known as a gifted 
teacher whose emphasis on the underlying principles of cataloging 
inspired dozens of students in the United States and in France where she 
served as a faculty member at the Paris Library School. This training 
program for French librarians was sponsored by ALA and was organ- 
ized by Sarah Bogle, the association’s assistant secretary. Trained at 
Drexel in 1904, Bogle, like Mann, was part of the dynamic first genera- 
tion of library school <graduates who “saw ahead of [their time] things 
that were not and created them.”” 
The opening of the Paris Library School in 1923 proved a fitting 
culmination to this “missionary phase” of library education; i t  also 
marked the end of an era when ability and enthusiasm were considered 
more important than academic credentials. Margaret Mann, who was 
described by William Warner Bishop as “the best teacher of ...[catalog-
ing] to be found anywhere,”18 did not have a college degree and neither 
did Sarah Bogle. However, both were highly thought of by French 
colleagues and students who appreciated their intelligence, broad cul- 
ture, and professional experience. 
Bogle, a former director of the Carnegie Library School in Pitts- 
burgh, had already achieved a national reputation as a library educator 
by the time she began her assignment in Paris. Although she could not 
remain full time in France, she made frequent trips to the school and 
conducted a voluminous correspondence with Mary Prescott Parsons, 
the resident director. Bogle also continued to correspond with former 
students and staff even after the program closed in 1929. When Sarah 
Bogle died three years later, she was warmly remembered by her French 
students for “that faith in our mutual aims that ...she was able to infuse 
into all of us.9919 At the time the curriculum in Paris was developed by 
Bogle, she was serving as secretary to the Temporary Library Training 
Board of ALA. Deeply immersed in all of the issues surrounding the 
dramatic reform of American library education, she designed the 
curriculum of the new school in accordance with ALA’s “recommenda- 
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tions...for a one year graduate library school, but the subject matter and 
method of presentation ...were necessarily adapted to European condi- 
tions.’*m 
Because of her position at ALA, Bogle also played a pivotal role in 
the United States where she took part in thereform movement triggered 
by Charles C. Williamson’s highly critical evaluation of library educa- 
tion. After conducting a thorough study in 1920-1921, Williamson 
clearly showed that few of the fifteen existing schools had adequate 
faculty or facilities to measure up to other graduate departments or 
professional schools. This he felt was partly the result of a failure to 
distinguish between the clerical and the professional aspects of librar- 
ianship. Although library educators did not agree on how or whether to 
eliminate all clerical components from the curriculum, no one seems to 
have objected to Williamson’s statement: “Largely because it is gener- 
ally looked upon as clerical, library work has come to be known as 
‘women’s work.’ Men generally, and women to a large extent, do not 
think of it  as offering a desirable career.”’l 
Elsewhere in his two reports, Williamson showed considerable 
ambivalence toward the effect of women on the field. In the confidential 
report of 1921 he went furthest, stating: “Consideration should also be 
given to the need of checking the feminization of library work as a 
profession.”22 Nonetheless in 1923 Williamson denied the claim that 
too many women graduates left librarianship (due to marriage) by 
pointing out that “the figures show men graduates drop out of the 
profession in about the same proportion as ~ o r n e n . ” ’ ~  On the other 
hand, he was against giving aid to the proposed school in Portland due 
to “the objection to staffing the school by women because of its tendency 
to deter men from entering. 7J24 Williamson’s general remarks on faculty 
were also colored by this ambivalence. Later in the 1923 report he 
commented that “library school instructors are seldom forceful and 
convincing. Most of them are women;...many...are not college 
trained.”25 He also observed that “the tendency has existed from the 
beginning for library schools to be more or less dominated by a single 
personality.”26 Here he failed to add that that personality was often a 
very forceful, energetic woman. 
Preoccupied with the issue of new entrance requirements, the 
potential for graduate level study, and the question of university affilia- 
tion, the leading library educators who responded to Williamson’s 
report ignored or chose not to address its implications for women in the 
field. While some of the responses published in Library Journal were 
noncommittal (simply concentrating on minor errors or changes in 
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their programs) on the whole educators were less defensive than might 
have been expected. A collective statement from the faculty of New York 
State Library School criticized the report for its “pervading note of 
disparagement,” and Anne Wallace Howland, director of the Drexel 
library school, remarked that despite definite financial limitations, “the 
progress made by library schools in the thirty-three years covered by Dr. 
Williamson’s report may well be a matter of pride.” However, Howland 
also referred to the report as “an excellent survey ...constructive in its 
suggestions”-and she saw it as marking “an epoch in the history of the 
development of library training only less important than ...the first 
library school at Columbia in 1887.” Mary Hazeltine, founding director 
of the library school at the University of Wisconsin, also found the 
report “constructive and stimulating” while Tommie Dora Barker, 
director of the Carnegie library school in Atlanta, remarked that “none 
would underestimate the importance of the report in setting forth an 
ideal to be attained.”” 
Williamson’s ideal, “that the professional library school should be 
organized as a department of a university,” provoked much discussion 
before i t  was completely accepted by the field. However, virtually no 
attention seems to have been given to item “2” that contained this 
recommenda tion: 
2. Library schools are noticeably lacking in the prestige enjoyed by 
professional schools generally. The reasons for this condition seem to 
be : 
(a) The smallness of the library school; 
(b) The  brevity of the course; 
( c )T h e  predominance of w o m e n  in the faculty and student body; 
(d)The preponderance of teachers having only the rank of instruc-
tor; and 
(e)Thr total lack of anything recognized as productive scholarship. 
University library schools developed on the lines laid down in this 
report should gradually overcome these handicaps [emphasis 
added] 
Although library schools were to remain relatively small, their eventual 
integration as graduate units of major universities did serve to overcome 
many of the other “handicaps” including the “predominance of women 
in the faculty.” 
Between Two Spheres 1924-1950 
The creation of the ALA Board of Education for Librarianship in 
June 1924 is generally regarded as the first major step toward imple- 
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menting the recommendations of the Williamson report. The Min-
imum Standards jorLibrary Schools adopted by BEL in 1925 did allow 
for the accreditation of “junior undergraduate library schools,” includ- 
ing four programs which were attached to public libraries in Atlanta, 
New York, Los Angeles, and Saint Louis. However, this proved to be a 
temporary compromise in the inexorable movement toward university 
affiliation. While such programs were technically allowable as “Type 
111” schools under the revised standards of 1933, most of the schools that 
were attached to public libraries had either closed or had gained univer- 
sity affiliation by this time. Library schools accredited under the 1933 
standards included undergraduate programs in women’s colleges and 
technical institutes, but leadership in the field soon fell to the “Type I” 
schools which required a bachelor’s degree for admission and were 
located in major research universities. 
The shift from general approval of a diversity of educational pro- 
grams to acceptance of the graduate school as the most appropriate 
standard was occurring in many other fields as well as librarianship. 
Patricia Albjerg Graham points out that this movement in higher 
education, which began in the mid-l920s, had a very negative impact on 
the status of women in academia: 
For a brief period, from approximately 1875 to 1925, a strikingly 
heterogeneous array of acceptable and praiseworthy institutions 
existed in America. This coincided with a crucial period in the history 
of women and aided in their advancement ....This [period] was fol- 
lowed by the reemergence of a monolith, the research university, 
which became the new ideal type ....A single standard of higher educa- 
tion received public sanction and acclaim. A direct result was that 
institutions traditionally based on other standards had to choose 
between emulating the now almost universal model or resign them- 
selves to providing alternatives without widespread public and pro- 
fessional support ....This loss of variety was more serious for women 
as a group than men.lg 
Although the unique standard of the master’s degree in librarian- 
ship was not adopted until 1951, at the time when the first graduate 
library programs were being created in major research universities, their 
parent institutions already had a long, if not distinguished, tradition of 
discrimination against women. This was dramatically illustrated in 
1921 when Committee W of the American Association of University 
Professors conducted a demographic survey of 145 member institutions. 
This study revealed that there were no women faculty at twenty-seven of 
the one hundred coeducational schools; in the remaining seventy-three 
schools, women held less than 3 percent of the full professorships, i f  the 
highly feminized fields of home economics and physical education were 
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eliminated.30 This situation did not improve over the next two decades. 
In her seminal study of women in science, Margaret Rossiter concluded 
that “the period from 1920 to 1940 was for academic women, despite all 
their initial political protests and overall numerical expansion, one of 
social and psychological ~onta inment .”~~ 
During this same period there was renewed debate on women’s role 
in the library field. Although few writers went so far as to deny that 
women had proven themselves capable professionals, there were fre- 
quent recommendations that more men be recruited into the field. 
Certain writers argued that it was “logical” for male librarians to 
occupy the highest posts in the college or university setting. In 1938 one 
male librarian noted that the number of library school deanships held 
by women was relatively large, given the fact that “in all probability 
nearly all the other divisions of the colleges having library schools are 
headed by m e n  [emphasis added]’’32 That same year, another man 
observed in a letter to Library Journal that “the masculine character of a 
college faculty seems to call for a male librarian.”33 
Two library school directors, Tommie Dora Barker of Emory and 
Florence Curtis of Hampton Institute, also entered into the Library 
Journal debate. Barker stressed that women had “given a good account 
of themselves as administrators” while Curtis felt that an “outstanding 
woman” should have a chance at a high-level post.34 However, as 
director of the only accredited school for blacks in the South, Curtis was 
also very sensitive to the handicaps of social discrimination. She 
observed: “A man can go to men’s organizations as a member, not just a 
speaker. He is also welcome to join discussions in hotel or dormitory 
rooms, at a smoker or a men’s ‘get-together’ [where] matters of policy are 
often settled.. ..’935 
Although Curtis unfortunately offered no solution to these disad- 
vantages, she perceptively identified a social reality that was to shape 
and constrain women’s participation in academia-particularly in 
those institutions with graduate library schools. One of these institu- 
tions was the University of Michigan which, like many other presti- 
gious universities, had well-established sexually segregated faculty 
clubs. One noted female scientist recalled “that she was forbidden to eat 
dinner at the Michigan Faculty Club, even when she was the after dinner 
speaker, and was refused admission to another such club when she was 
again the honored guest.”36 Perhaps it should not be surprising that 
each of the five library programs accredited as “Type I” graduate 
schools under the revised 1933 standards (California at Berkeley, Chi- 
cago, Columbia, Illinois, and Michigan) had a male dean or director in 
1937. 
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The most influential and the most controversial of these graduate 
schools was the doctoral program created at the University of Chicago 
in 1928. At the time, many library leaders-both men and women- 
failed to see any need for a doctorate in library science. However, among 
the strongest advocates of an advanced graduate program in Chicago 
was Sarah Bogle who was then secretary of BEL. 
Another influential woman supporter at ALA was Harriett Howe 
who, as executive assistant of BEL, frequently took over the duties of 
secretary when Bogle was out of town. Prior to her appointment at BEL, 
Howe had had many years of experience in library education. She began 
her teaching career under Katharine Sharp at the University of Illinois 
and then went on to hold positions at Western Reserve University and 
Simmons College. In 1927 Howe had the unique distinction of being 
the only woman and the only individual with a library degree named to 
the faculty of the Graduate Library School (GLS) at the University of 
Chicago. Although Howe’s appointment as associate professor was 
viewed by some as a “peace offering to ALA,” she played an active role 
in the program, developing courses in young people’s reading, school 
librarianship, and ~ataloging.’~ After four years Howe accepted an offer 
to create a new library school at the University of Denver. On leaving 
Chicago, Howe acknowledged that “she felt no sympathy with the 
purposes of GLS and was most unhappy there.”% 
Other women who were subsequently appointed to the GLS faculty 
often continued to teach in the areas developed by Howe. One notable 
woman appointed during the first two decades of GLS was Frances 
Henne, a specialist in school libraries and work with children, who 
began as an instructor in 1940 while she was a doctoral candidate. A few 
other women who were to become well-known library educators also 
undertook doctoral study in Chicago during this period. Among the 
earliest of these was Susan Gray Akers who earned her doctorate in 1932 
after presenting a thesis on the relation between theory and practice in 
cataloging. Akers began her work as a member of the first class of 
1928-1929 which included Eleanor Upton, a research fellow from Yale, 
who earned the first doctorate in library science in 1930. “Apparently no 
male students attended the GLS during the academic year beginning in 
1928,” much to the “disappointment” of Dean Works.39 However, the 
paucity of men was no longer an issue by the end of 1935 when the total 
number of male doctorates was double the number of women (see table 
2). During the period between 1930 and 1950 women averaged just over 
one-third of the doctorates awarded at Chicago. Unfortunately their 
total percentage of all doctorates in library science was to remain close to 
this level for many years. 
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Articles by Women 
(N) Percentage 
s z 
15 11.0 * > 
2 23 23.2 29 19.5 
13 13.8 
80 18.3 
Richardson, John. The S p i r i t  of 
ALA, 1982, p. 112. Information 
reviews, or obituaries were excluded. 
TABLE 2 
ADVANCED AND PUBLISHING ACTIVITYDECREES OF W O M E N  
Years Master’s Degrees Doctoral Degrees 
Earned by Women Earned by Women 
GLS-CHICAGO GLS-CHICAGO 
(N) Percentage (N) Percentage 
~ 
1930- 1935 9 69.2 5 33.3 
1936-1940 13 56.5 4 40.0 
1941-1945 40 74.0 7 29.1 
1946- 1950 31 68.8 7 36.8 
Total 93 68.8 23 33.8 
~~ ~~~ 
Sources: The number of degrees earned at the University of Chicago GLS is taken from 
Inquiry, The  Graduate Library School at Chicago. (ACRL Publications No. 42). Chicago: 
on Library Quarterly is based on tabulations of all substantive articles-i.e., editorials, letters, book 
PJ>z 
4
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An analysis of all GLS graduate degrees reveals that women 
obtained two-thirds of the master’s degrees awarded prior to 1950. 
Although their record here was much better than for the doctorate, it 
should be recalled that women then made up 86 percent of library school 
students in undergraduate programs and accounted for about 90 percent 
of all practicing librarians. There is no simple explanation for the fact 
that while men made up only 10 percent of the field at large, they 
obtained nearly one-third of the master’s degrees and two-thirds of the 
doctorates awarded at Chicago. However, John Richardson’s review of 
the Carnegie Fellowship statistics showed that “as a group ...women at 
Chicago were 13 percent less likely to receive fellowships than their 
counterparts at other library school^."^^ 
A lack of fellowships was not the only deterrent topotential female 
graduate students, but the impact of financial aid in general needs to be 
more thoroughly investigated-particularly in the years following 
World War 11. Lilli Hornig points out that during this period “G.I. 
benefits were unavailable to women, and many other types of both 
graduate and undergraduate scholarships were designated exclusively 
for men. Unlike their male counterparts, w o m e n  as a rule could pursue  
advanced study on ly  at their own expense [emphas is  added].”41 
While discriminatory practices in the award of library fellowships 
may have been one factor that discouraged women from obtaining 
library science doctorates, other cultural and social constraints were 
probably of equal importance. As the GLS faculty set out on thequest to 
define the boundaries of an elusive new discipline called “library 
science,” did women in the field begin to experience the role conflicts 
that had long faced women scientists and researchers? As Margaret 
Rossiter observes, women’s aspirations and opportunities in the scien- 
tific world were determined “not simply in the realm of objective reality, 
of what specific women couldor did do, but covertly, in the psychic land 
of images and sexual stereotypes, which had a logic all its own.” 
Rossiter4’ further comments: 
Even as women’s educational level rose and their own roleoutside the 
home expanded, they were seen as doing only a narrow range of 
“womanly” activities, a stereotype that linked them to...noncompeti-
tive, and nurturing kinds of feelings and behavior. At the same time 
the stereotype of “science” was seen rhetorically as almost the oppo- 
site: tough, rigorous, rational, impersonal, masculine, competitive, 
and unemotional ....Women scientists were thus caught between two 
almost mutually exclusive stereotypes: as scientists they were atypical 
women; as women they were unusual scientists. 
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This same idea was expressed earlier by the noted anthropologist Mar- 
garet Mead who wrote in 1935 that a female had two choices-either she 
proclaimed herself “a woman and therefore a less achieving individual, 
or an achieving individual and therefore less a woman. ’”’ Did librarian- 
ship, as a service-oriented, nurturing career create less role conflict for 
women than the prospect of conducting research in the emerging disci- 
pline of library science? Margaret Knox Goggin, who obtained her 
doctorate from the University of Illinois library school, later recalled 
that when she began her graduate work in the 1940s she “thought all 
women who got doctorates were sort of blue-nosed intellectuals, non- 
feminine, with all those stereotypical traits you think of as doctor- 
a t e ~ . ” ~ ~Whether or not such attitudes were widely shared by other 
female library educators, they apparently were less motivated to pursue 
doctoral study than their male colleagues. 
A number of women who obtained doctorates from the University 
of Chicago during this period continued their interest in research. 
Among this group was Eliza Atkins Gleason (first dean of Atlanta 
University library school) whose well-regarded study, The Southern 
Negro and the Public Library, was later published as a monograph by 
the University of Chicago Press in 1941. Gleason and several other 
Chicago alumnae (such as Susan Akers, Frances Henne, and Margaret 
Herdman) also contributed articles to Library Quarterly ( L a .  From 
1931 to 1950 a few other female educators were among the contributors 
toLQ-notably Harriet Howe at Denver and three women faculty from 
Columbia: Alice Bryan (who taught research methods), Harriet Mac- 
Phearson (assistant professor of cataloging), and Margaret Hutchins 
(who wrote the first article to discuss the application of modem educa- 
tional theories for the teaching of reference). 
Although women authors made a number of significant contribu- 
tions to Library Quarterly, the eighty articles written by women during 
these two decades represented just 18.3 percent of all articles in LQ (see 
table 2).SinceLQ was the only research journal in the fieldat this time, 
the small proportion of articles by women might be seen as an indica- 
tion that most female faculty did not devote their energies to research. 
This may have been the result of personal choice, lack of research 
training, or heavy responsibilities in other areas (teaching, administra- 
tion, career counseling and placement, or professional activities). 
Another factor may have been the fact that publication had not yet 
become the criteria for tenure and promotion in most schools. 
Although women had already lost ground in terms of graduate 
study and research, in 1948 female faculty still occupied a majority of 
positions in all the schools established before 1900 except for Columbia. 
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When C.C. Williamson became the dean of the new Columbia library 
school in 1926, the faculty he inherited from the schools at Albany and at 
New York Public Library consisted of five women and two men. During 
Williamson’s deanship (1926-1943), the percentage of women on the 
faculty began gradually to decline, and by 1948 women held less than 
half of the full-time teaching posts. 
Columbia’s changing faculty ratio was typical of the process that 
had been occurring in other Type I schools. When these five schools are 
taken together,, women occupied just twenty-one (42 percent) of the 
forty-nine positions. However, only one woman held a full professor- 
ship, as compared to eighteen men at that level. Even at the University of 
Illinois, where women still made up  the majority of the faculty, all three 
full professorships were held by men. The reason for this disparity could 
be partly related to the increased emphasis on advanced degrees. At 
Illinois none of the female library school faculty had earned doctorates. 
Furthermore, when the faculty of all five schools are considered, only 
two women held doctorates whereas twenty men (71 percent of the male 
faculty) had earned this degree (see table 3). 
By 1948, these Type I schools had already begun to establish new 
priorities which were to shape the criteria for hiring and promotion 
elsewhere. However, the increased emphasis on research and publica- 
tion was not eagerly embraced by everyone in the field. One woman who 
served as a faculty member at the University of Illinois from the 1930s to 
the 1950s viewed this change as difficult to accept. She recalled: “1 
believe that I was always more a reference librarian teaching her beloved 
craft to successive groups of students than a college professor ....I never 
liked sitting on committees or in faculty meetings and the doctoral 
program with its reading of dissertations. ..and long nerve-racking oral 
examinations wore me Mary Biggs comments that there must 
have been many others caught in this transitional period when the 
traditional values of the profession were not explicitly rejected, but were 
no longer as important as the academic criteria imposed by the 
universi ty.16 
Even though women library educators expressed considerable 
ambivalence toward their new role in graduate-level research, many 
were in favor of the movement to make the master’s degree the entry- 
level professional qualification for the field. While much of the pub- 
lished debate over the issues relating to graduate-level study in 
librarianship was dominated by faculty from the Type I schools, the 
first institution to initiate the new fifth-year master’s program was the 
University of Denver. In 1947, under the leadership of Harriet Howe, 
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Women in Library Education 
Denver developed a plan whereby the core courses would be given at the 
undergraduate level and would be prerequisites for students entering 
the master’s-degree program. The “Denver plan” attracted widespread 
attention and soon “became the prototypeof the ‘new pattern’ of library 
ed~cation.”~’Howe, who is credited with designing the core curriculum 
concept in the 1930s, was also named to the BEL subcommittee on 
curriculum and degrees. Even before the BEL subcommittees had begun 
to draft the new standards, eight schools had followed Denver’s lead and 
were offering a fifth-year master’s degree in 1948-49.’’ 
The Demographic Shift 1951-1985 
The standards adopted by ALA in 1951 allowed for some individual 
variation, “but they also required a minimum of graduate level work 
which forced several former undergraduate schools to upgrade their 
program and others to forego accreditation by ALA.”49 In addition, the 
new standards stated that the library school “shall be an integral part of 
the parent institution.”60 Although the interpretive guidelines accom- 
panying this statement allowed that the university librarian could serve 
as the administrative officer of the school, most schools (including 
Columbia) severed their administrative links with the library and 
became separate professional schools or graduate departmentssl This 
step achieved the fulfillment of Williamson’s ideal and completed the 
transition that had begun in the 1920s when seven of the fifteen schools 
were directly attached toa state or public library. (In addition, twoof the 
schools then affiliated with institutions of higher education were actu- 
ally administered by the chief librarian, whilea third was under the state 
library commission.)62 
A number of female library educators who had begun their careers 
under the old system-with different expectations and rewards-found 
themselves in a much less hospitable academic environment. Nonethe- 
less, most library schools accredited under the new standards would still 
have been considered feminized in relationship to their parent institu- 
tion where women made up  a small minority of the faculty. By 1955 
women occupied only 22 percent of the teaching posts in higher educa- 
tion, but in major research universities, like Chicago, Columbia, and 
Berkeley, there were even fewer women. Patricia Graham contends that 
other institutions soon began to follow in the lead of the prestigious 
universities by selecting male professors? 
At the faculty level, the difference between women’s opportunities 
and men’s have been most noticeable ....An institution that was trying 
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to move up the prestige ladder, then, was well advised to recognizethis 
fact and treat its own faculty women accordingly. After World War I1 
several of the women’s colleges made a deliberateeffort to increase the 
number of men on their faculties, presumably in the hope that this 
was a sign of improved quality, or at least, status. 
A similar trend was also observed in professional schools, particu- 
larly those in fields where the majority of practitioners were women. In 
1964 David Riesman commentedS4 
When a field wants to raise its status, i t  may do so by avoiding “guilt 
by association” with teaching-orientedor service-oriented women. 
For instance, schools of social work, ...have been gaining in prestige 
by securing men as their deans and there is now talk of men in the 
deanships of colleges of home economics, positions earlier reserved 
for the “founding mothers” of such institutions. 
Were these same policies consciously or unconsciously followed in 
the field of library education? As a small school or department on a large 
campus, the library school was not only somewhat marginal and 
vulnerable, i t  was also an anomaly among graduate departments due to 
the predominance of women students and faculty. Given this situation, 
did deans and senior faculty members actively seek to recruit and pro- 
mote men in an effort to make their unit conform more to the gender 
norms of the university? The hypothesis that they gave preference to 
male job applicants, offered greater encouragement to men students, 
and awarded more doctoral fellowships to men than women must be 
tested by further research. Such a study would demand investigating 
fellowship records (especially those from the Higher Education Act, 
Title II-B program), examining the minutes taken by awardcommittees 
and search committees, and interviewing male and female faculty 
including those without doctorates. 
While much further research is needed to show whether active 
discrimination occurred, documentation already exists that shows 
women’s loss of power and prestige in library education. For example, 
an examination of lists of library school directors reveals women have 
not held a majority of the deanship positions since 1948 (see table 4). It, 
must not, however, be implied that women were totally excluded from 
power. During this period a number of female deans became known for 
national leadership in specific areas such as audiovisual media (Mar- 
garet Rufsvold, Indiana); adult education (Margaret Monroe, Wiscon- 
sin); international cooperation in school librarianship (Jean Lowrie, 
Western Michigan); the advancement of black librarians (Virginia Lacy 
Jones, Atlanta University); the use of satellite communications (Mar- 
garet Knox Goggin, Denver); and continuing education (Elizabeth 
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Stone, Catholic University). Although many others could also be cited 
for outstanding achievements, this should not obscure the fact that 
women's proportion of deanships decreased significantly at the time the 
number of accredited library schools was increasing. 
TABLE 4 
DEANS, DIRECTORS' AND PRINCIPALS OF NORTHAMERICAN LIBRARY 
SCHOOLS 
Year Number of Schools 
Number & Percentage 
Headed by Women 
1900 4 3 75.0 
1921 15 I 50.0 
1937 26 14 53.0 
1948 36 15 44.0 
1960 32 10 31.2 
1970 52 10 19.0 
1980 67 14 20.9 
1985 65 21 32.3 
Sources: Library school catalogs, the Williamson Report, and lists of schools 
published in the Journal of Education for Librarianshipl Journal of Education 
for Library and Information Science. 
For 1921 principals as well as directors are considered, making a total of 
eighteen individuals. From 1960 on, Canadian schools are included. 
Moreover, it must be noted that while women have held deanships 
in some of the larger schools with doctoral programs, over a twenty-one 
year period (1960-1981)no woman ever held the title of dean or director 
at Berkeley, Chicago, Columbia, Illinois, or Mi~higan. '~These institu- 
tions, which were formerly the Type I schools, gained additional pres- 
tige during the 1950s by developing or continuing their doctoral 
programs in library science. Although there is no consensus on the 
ranking of the best schools, Danton has shown that these five schools 
consistently appeared among the top ten programs in six out of eight 
evaluations of library schools conducted between 1956 and 1982.66 
In a thorough statistical profile of library school deans, Raymond 
Kilpela has found a strong indication that the trend in these schools has 
been emulated elsewhere. He observe^:^' 
Nineteen of the 29 United States library education programs which 
have held A.L.A. accreditation throughout the entire period from the 
fall of 1960 to the spring of 1981 have not had a woman as dean within 
a span of more than 20 years ....At the beginning of 1981, ...women 
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were outnumbered by men by a ratio of one to four. What might be 
termed almost token representation of women among the deanships 
of the accredited library education programs continued to exist. 
Another element that emerges from Kilpela’s study is the fact that 46.1 
percent of the women deans serving between 1960and 1980had earneda 
doctorate as compared to 75.7 percent of their male counterparts.m Since 
major research universities rarely appoint individuals without the doc- 
torate to a deanship, the pool of viable female candidates would have 
been smaller in those institutions. 
The fact that men who earned doctorates in library science from 
1925 to 1971 outnumbered women by a ratio of two to ones9 has also had 
a direct effect on the gender shift in library school faculties because the 
rapid expansion of schools occurred during the period when only 
one-third of those holding doctorates in the field were women. In 1960 
women still occupied a majority (55.4 percent) of the 168 faculty posi- 
tions in the thirty accredited schools, but by 1978they held only 282 (40.9 
percent) of the 689positions in fifty-nine accredited schools.60 Although 
the proportion of women faculty with doctorates increased from 19.4 
percent in 1960 to 55.2 percent in 1979, they were still behind male 
faculty whose proportion with doctorates increased from 48 percent to 
75.4 percent during the same period.61 In 1979a survey showed that the 
proportion of women in library doctoral programs had risen to 51.6 
percent.02 
Although the growth in the pool of potential female faculty with 
doctorates is some cause for optimism, the recent closure of several 
accredited programs will mean fewer openings, as well as competition 
with experienced faculty for certain positions. Meanwhile, the fact that 
more women faculty presently hold the doctorate should mean that 
there will be one less barrier to their normal advancement. The impor- 
tance of this can be seen especially at the associate professor level. In 
1960 women held 71.4 percent of all associate professorships, despite the 
fact that three-fourths of them had not earned the doctorate; by 1978, 
female faculty held only 41.3 percent of the positions at this level, but 
nearly two-thirds of these women had the doctorate.B3 During this time 
the degree had virtually become a prerequisite for any tenure-track 
appointment in many schools. 
Although the doctorate alone is no longer sufficient to insure 
promotion to an associate professorship in most institutions, women 
with the advanced degree also have a fairly good record of scholarly 
productivity as shown by a survey of women with library science doctor- 
ates conducted by Doris C. Dale. This study of 161 women (approxi- 
mately one-half of the population) found that “45.9% had written at 
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least one book, 32.2% had written a monograph, 81.3% had written a 
journal article, 40.9%had written a chapter in a book,52.1%had written 
a review and 65.2% had delivered a paper.”64 
Dale’s findings would suggest a much higher rate of publishing 
among these women than had generally been shown for female library 
science faculty. Table 5,  which combines the findings of two bibliomet- 
ric studies and one citation analysis, indicates that women faculty (who 
TABLE 5 
PUBLISHING OF WOMENACTIVITY 

LIBRARY FACULTY
SCHOOL 

Journal Title 	 Percentage 
Years/ Volumes 	 of Women as 
Analyzed 	 Authors 
1. College dr Research Libraries 12.5 

1968-1977/~01~.
29-38 
2. Library Journal 32.3 

Oct. 1969-March 1977/vols. 93-102 

3. Library Quarterly 19.2 

1968-1977/~01~.38-47 

4. 	Libray  Trends 29.2 

1967- 1977/~01~. 
16-25 
5. RQ 33.9 

1967-1977/~01~.7-16 

6. Social Science Citation Index 20.0 

Most-cited library science 

faculty-- 1965- 1980 

7. Journal of Education for 

L ibrarianship 

1960-1984/~01~.1-24 	 33.3’ 
Includes all first female authors; all other figures refer only to women faculty as 
a percentage of all library science faculty authors, and include second authors, etc. 
Sources: Information relating to journals 1 through 5 is drawn from: Ols-
gaard, John N., and Olsgaard, Jane K. “Authorship in Five Library Periodi 
cals.” College & Research Libraries 41(Jan. 1980):51. For journal 6 information 
is taken from: Hayes, Robert M. “Citation Statistics as a Measure of Faculty 
Research Productivity.” Journal of Education for Librarianship PS(Winter 
1983):161. For journal 7: Schrader, Alvin M. “A Bibliometric Study of ]EL,  1960-1984.” 
Journal of Education for Library and Information Science Education B(Spring 1985):292. 
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occupied approximately 40 percent of all full-time positions in accred- 
ited schools during this time) wrote roughly one-third of the articles 
which werecontributed by library educators toRQ Library Trends, and 
Library Journal. 
The tendency to recruit male faculty from administrative positions 
in academic libraries may account for women’s poorer representation in 
College d7 Research Libraries, but the fact that they wrote less than 
one-fifth of the Library Quarterly articles contributed by library educa- 
tors is much harder to explain. A more recent study has shown that 
women authored about one-third of the articles appearing in thelour- 
nal of Education forLibrarianshig, but few women appeared among 
the most cited authors in that journal. Furthermore, in an analysis of 
library educators appearing in Social Sciences Citation Index (a source 
biased in favor of information science), Robert Hayes lists only eight 
women (20 percent) among the forty most cited authors. 
It should be noted that the three studies just discussed may not 
adequately represent faculty publishing activity in certain areas such as 
children’s work, history, school librarianship, and cataloging-all 
areas in which many women have specialized. Nonetheless, these three 
studies cover enough major journals to offer a strong indication that 
women faculty have been less successful in publishing than their male 
counterparts. 
If women are to advance in universities where research and publica- 
tion are often the most important criteria in promotional decisions, they 
must attempt to confront those barriers that have inhibited their perfor- 
mance in this area. In a discussion of general factors inhibiting research 
in library schools, Pauline Wilson has identified three types of obsta- 
cles: (1) time barriers, due to heavy expectations from the field for 
leadership in professional association activities and continuing educa- 
tion; (2) funding barriers, both in terms of external and internal sup- 
port; and (3) personnel barriers, resulting from lack of interest in 
research and/or lack of research training.& 
Although Wilson did not address the question whether these barri- 
ers might have greater impact on women than on men, in a subsequent 
article she raised the issue of professional socialization. She concluded 
that library educators “do not fully understand that they are profes- 
sional academics not professional librarians ....They have not fully 
internalized the norms that govern the behavior of university faculty.”ffi 
If women faculty members come into teaching with more years of 
library experience than their male colleagues, then the length of profes-
sional socialization may have an impact on their attitudes and the 
relative priority they give to research, teaching, and service. 
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No recent study has been published on the professional back- 
ground of library educators, but a 1964 faculty survey by Leontine 
Carroll showed that almost half of the men were under forty-five years of 
age as compared with 28 percent of the women.8’ This would suggest 
that during the 1960s women faculty may have had considerably more 
library experience than their male counterparts. 
Carroll’s study also found that women taught more courses than 
men, thus suggesting that they may have had to devote more time to 
class preparation and related activities. The type of courses taught by 
men and women has also followed different patterns. An analysis of 
teaching specialties covering the years between 1965 and 1983 found a 
“tendency for women to specialize in the teaching of services for child- 
ren and young adults, cataloging and classification, whereas men have 
tended to specialize in information science, research methods, library 
automation, and the history of books, printing and libraries.” The 
authors of this study linked teaching specialties to wider sex-role social- 
ization, observing that “the trend for female educators to specialize in 
service for children is compatible with women’s traditional role of child 
caretakers, just as the tendency for males to specialize in information 
science, research and quantitative methods, automation and manage- 
ment is compatible with the traditional male role of ‘inquirer’ and 
‘builder’.’’@ 
This study also showed that there was considerable cross-over in 
certain areas, and that a number of teaching areas were sex-linked some 
years but not in others. These findings would suggest that although 
women may have had their interests channeled into certain “feminine” 
special ties, there have been few barriers to prevent them from working 
in any aspect of the field. In general, territorial segregation by gender in 
library education would seem to be much less marked than hierarchical 
segregation that has severely limited women’s advancement to full 
professorships and deanships. 
Paradoxically, women have found more opportunities for national 
leadership and recognition within professional associations than in the 
university setting. By and large, female faculty have been fairly well 
represented on the executive committee of the Association of American 
Library Schools (now the Association for Library and Information 
Science Education-ALISE). Although their proportional representa- 
tion as presidents of this association is slightly low (45 percent) a total of 
thirty-two women have been elected to this office (see table 6). National 
recognition has also come to female faculty through the Beta Phi Mu 
award which honors outstanding contributions to library education. In 
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the thirty-two years since this award was first established, i t  has been 
given to fourteen women (43.7 percent of all recipients). 
TABLE 6 
WOMENPRESIDENTSOF AALS/ALISE 
Years Women Presidents A l l  Presidents 
Number Percentage Number 
1916- 1928/29 
1929/30- 1938/39 
1939/40- 1946/47 
1947/48- 1958/59 
1959/60- 1967/68 
1968/69- 1977178 
1978/79- 1985/86 
Total 
8 
3 
6 
5 
3 
4 
3 
32 
57.1 
30.0 
75.0 
41.6 
33.3 
40.0 
37.5 
45.1 
14 
10 
8 
12 
9 
10 
8 
71 
~ 
Sources: Information for the period from 1915-1968 was drawn from: 
Davis, Donald. T h e  Association of American Library Schools 1915-1968. 
Metuchen,N.J.: Scarecrow, 1974. For the period since 1968 information was 
taken from the Journal of Education for Librarianshipl Journal of Education 
for Library and Information Science. 
Women in library education have also played an important role in 
ALA, holding many offices and chairing numerous committees. From 
1915 when Mary Plummer was elected as the second woman president of 
ALA, a number of female library educators have held this office includ- 
ing Alice Tyler (1920), Josephine Rathbone (1931), Frances Lander 
Spain (1960), Florinell Morton (1961), Mary Gaver (1966), Jean Lowrie 
(1973), Elizabeth Stone (1980), and Brooke Sheldon (1983). 
These dynamic educators, who have gained widespread profes- 
sional recognition for their ability and leadership, have undoubtedly 
served as mentors and role models for many female students and for 
younger colleagues. However, pride in their accomplishments should 
not obscure the fact that there is now a much smaller proportion of 
women in senior posts than there was a generation ago. In this regard, 
the conclusion reached by Richard Kilpela deserves repeating: “The 
decline of female representation among the accredited program facul- 
ties for a professional field so heavily dominated by women poses a 
problem requiring the attention of the entire profession and the library 
school administrators along with their faculty selection committee^."^^ 
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This issue has already received attention from the ALA Committee 
on the Status of Women. Over a decade ago this activist group called for 
library schools to appoint more feminist women faculty who could 
serve as role models for female students. Even though women continued 
to lose ground in the 1970s, at virtually every school there are still female 
faculty who serve as mentors, encourage promising students, and, like 
Katharine Sharp, inspire in them “a certain determination to succeed.” 
However, until more of these women advance to senior posts and 
deanships, the library school will simply continue to mirror the anti- 
feminist biases of academia and cannot serve as a catalyst for equaliza- 
tion in the university and in the profession at large. 
Conclusion 
As the history of women in library education is reassessed from a 
feminist perspective, it is apparent that each landmark in the quest for a 
more scientific profession was in fact a major setback for women. 
Williamson’s statement that the preponderance of women faculty was a 
“handicap” that would be overcome by integrating library schools in 
male-dominated universities proved to be quite prophetic. Leading 
female educators, who were also concerned with improving the quality 
of library schools, failed to perceive themselves as “handicaps,” nor 
were they aware of the many institutional handicaps they and their 
successors would face in the university environment. Women like Mary 
Wright Plummer and Katharine Sharp-both proponents of scholar-
ship rather than narrow technical training-believed in the underlying 
principles of liberal education and scientific objectivity. In retrospect, 
women’s naive, idealistic faith in the university, combined with their 
preoccupation with upgrading the field, may have led them to disregard 
the strong sexist biases in academia. 
Although it seems that few female library educators opposed set- 
ting more rigorous academic standards for their schools, even fewer 
perceived the significant change in the role they would have to’play if 
they wished torise to senior ranks within the university. Their blindness 
to this issue may have been due both to lengthy socialization in a field 
that emphasized service over scholarship, and to the fact that as librar- 
ians they had experienced less territorial and hierarchical segregation 
than other women in science and academia. In any case, a feminist 
evaluation of the movement which transformed schools of library ser- 
vice into graduate departments of library and information science can 
only conclude that the professionalization of the field had a very nega- 
tive impact on the status of women faculty. 
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Such a statement, however, does not deny that thissamemouement 
had many positiue effects on the field by enlarging the profession’s 
knowledge base, expanding and enriching the students’ educational 
experience and perhaps increasing the general status of librarianship. 
Nor does a feminist reassessment of the past century in library education 
necessarily imply a rejection of the new role of library school faculty as 
the academic segment of the profession whose responsibility is to 
advance knowledge as well as teach. Instead, this analysis simply 
attempts to reaffirm the past accomplishments of women leaders and to 
examine those factors that led to a decline in their status and power-in 
order that those now in the field might become more aware of historical 
patterns and hidden obstacles. 
In a preliminary survey drawn largely from secondary sources, i t  
would be premature to identify the most significant causal factors 
among the many social and cultural variables that shaped women’s role 
in library education. It is possible to define two different types of 
negative variables that can be described as barriers and restraints. Barri- 
ers are the external forces-such as overt or covert discrimination-that 
make entry and advancement in the field more difficult for women than 
for men. Restraints are the internalized patterns of behavior and atti- 
tudes that result from gender socialization. 
The role conflict that was hinted at by a few of the women cited 
earlier raises certain questions about the restraints women may place on 
their aspirations as well as questions about gender-related duties that 
they often assume or are assigned in the workplace. Have women in 
library education followed the pattern of other female faculty who 
generally devote more time to teaching than research? Have library 
school administrators usually assigned heavier counseling and commit- 
tee work loads to women? Do many female library educators feel that 
they were, at some point in their careers, faced with the choice of 
reorienting their personal and professional values or accepting second- 
class status as junior faculty or untenured lecturers? If so, did they 
consciously choose to accept or reject the reward system of their parent 
university? 
Whether individuals made this crucial decision consciously or by 
default, the fact that women collectively lost ground must also be linked 
to the question of sexual discrimination. Although there is strong 
evidence that most major research universities failed to integrate women 
faculty into the academic hierarchy, the declining proportion of tenured 
women in library schools cannot in itself be taken as proof of discrimi- 
nation. In addition to investigating whether discrimination existed in 
awarding financial aid and in hiring and promotional procedures, it is 
LIBRARY TRENDS 428 
Women in Library Education 
important to examine the issue of mentoring. The senior faculty, deans, 
and directors who act as gatekeepers of the field may not overtly discrim- 
inate against women by requiring them to meet higher standards, but 
these gatekeepers may nonetheless engage in covert discrimination by 
encouraging male students to pursue doctoral study, providing younger 
men with access to the “old boy” network, and actively recruiting male 
faculty. 
Affirmative action has limited such practices which had formerly 
been accepted procedure at many universities until they were challenged 
by academic women in the late 1960s. Within library education the 
impact of affirmative action has been somewhat difficult to assess. Over 
the past decade (fall 1975 to spring 1985) women have made significant 
gains at the level of the deanship (from 19.7 percent to 32.3 percent) and 
at the assistant professor rank (from 46 percent to 61.1 percent). How- 
ever, their overall gain was less than one percentage point, due in part to 
a decline at the associate professor level (from 46 percent to 36.2 
percent).70 
Unfortunately the prospects for equal representation or compensa- 
tion do not seem likely in the immediate future. As in the past, the 
1984-1985 ALISE survey showed that for academic-year appointments, 
salaries for men (at all levels except lecturer) exceeded those for women 
in the sixty-four schools reporting.71 Furthermore, women held a 
majority of faculty positions only at the three lowest ranks-assistant 
professor, instructor, and lecturer-all positions that are less likely to 
carry tenure. Despite their gains in the deanship, including recent 
appointments at prestigious schools such as Illinois and North Carol- 
ina, in 1986 women directed only five of the twenty American library 
schools with doctoral programs. As library education enters its second 
century, the questions remain whether there are fewer opportunities for 
women or whether there are fewer women who are willing to grasp 
opportunity. 
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WILLIAM LANDRAM WILLIAMSON 
IN1888,TWENTY-TWO students of the first library school class graduated 
from the New York State Library School.' They were the first of almost 
200,000 who would complete a year of successful study at one of the 
leading library schools in the United States during the next century. 
This paper considers those students- their numbers, their qualifica- 
tions, and their changing characteristics. It relies, by necessity, primar- 
ily upon published information: i.e., studies by C.C. Williamson,' J. 
Periam Danton and LeRoy C. Merritt,3 Eugene Wilson: and Louis 
Round Wilson: the directory of the New York State Library School: 
the reports of ALA's Board of Education for Librarianship' and Com-
mittee on Accreditation: and reports of the Association for Library and 
Informa tion Science Education.' To the extent that these publications 
do not adequately represent the facts about students, this article will 
require revision in the comprehensive study that soevidently needs to be 
done. Anyone who undertakes such a study will be frustrated, of course, 
by the gaps but also will be impressed by the richness of information 
that cries out to be analyzed. I am indebted to Denise Anton for her help 
in organizing the facts about the students at Albany. Readers should 
note the caveats detailed in the next section that are important to keep in 
mind when using the information and conclusions in this article. 
William Landram Williamson is Professor, School of Library and Information Studies, 
University of Wisconsin-Madison. 
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Caveats 
Certain caveats need to be kept in mind throughout the reading of 
this article. Rather than qualifying statements repeated throughout, 
these general cautions are given here. First, the students considered are 
only those who attended schools generally recognized by ALA. Large 
numbers of students have attended, and many have become capable 
librarians but they are not included here. In general, graduation is 
understood to mean completion of at least one year of study; not always 
was a certificate or a degree awarded. Even though the figures used here 
are based upon a loose definition of graduation, it is certain that the 
number enrolled was larger; some evidence suggests the number 
enrolled may have been half again greater than the number graduated. 
Modern-day readers should remember that it is only in the past thirty- 
five years chat admission to a library school almost invariably required 
posession of a baccalaureate degree. Many graduates prior to that time 
posessed less prior education than four years of college. It was common 
in many schools for students in the certificate course to attend along 
with students in the degree course. 
The second major warning is that the statistics are certainly not 
correct: complete and unambiguous information is simply not avail- 
able. It is assumed that the general patterns, trends, and proportions are 
representative of reality even though the specific numbers are often 
wrong. An effort has been made to rely upon the same series of statistics 
for as many successive years as possible, on the assumption that the 
definitions and biases of recording and reporting will thus be kept 
constant. Unfortunately no single published series exists, and none of 
the three major sequences of statistics is complete. Some figures are 
inserted from isolated, single sources and others are simply extrapolated 
from available data. Thus the reader is warned not to rely literally upon 
this report, though the general picture and broad relationships are 
believed to be reasonably close to reality. 
The Beginnings-1887-1900 
By 1900 the New York State school, with its thirteenth class, had 
graduated 269 students. Of those 269 graduates, 219 were women and50 
(19 percent) were men. Dewey’s long-legendary welcome to women as 
librarians is well demonstrated by the record. Yet men too were wel- 
comed and the New York State school over the years attracted more men 
than typically attended other schools. 
In those early years a college degree was not yet an admission 
requirement. But the student body as a whole had substantially more 
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preparation than the minimum required. Fully half of the students had 
a baccalaureate degree and another two in ten had at least some college 
work.Only one-third lacked any preparation at that level. Among the 
advanced degrees were eighteen master’s degrees and four doctorates- 
two in medicine, one in divinity, and one in philosophy. It was a 
broadly educated student body, with the proportion of the college-bred 
increasing over the years. In 1900, only two of the entering students 
lacked any collegiate background. In 1902, when admission began to 
require a baccalaureate degree, the decision was essentially a reinforce- 
ment of a condition that was well on its way to realization. 
Between 1887-when the first students came-and 1900, students 
arrived from twenty-four states and six foreign countries. The largest 
contingent (about ninety) came from New York. Second, with forty-six 
students, was Massachusetts. Contributing more than ten but fewer 
than twenty were Connecticut, Illinois, and Ohio. Indiana, Maine, 
Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Rhode 
Island sent more than five. Other states represented were California, 
Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Vermont, and 
Wisconsin. One student each came from the states of Tennessee, Utah, 
and from the District of Columbia. Three students came from England 
and one student each came from Australia, Canada, Germany, and 
Sweden. 
When it was time for the graduates to take jobs, they went generally 
to the same states but not exclusively so-nor, of course, was it true that 
an individual coming from a particular state was necessarily the one 
going to work there. The largest difference was that for the District of 
Columbia, which contributed only one student but recruited nine-a 
reflection of the federal libraries there. Pennsylvania too was a substan- 
tial gainer. Wisconsin, which sent three students, hired five. Georgia, 
Montana, and Virginia each hired a librarian without having sent a 
student at all. Illinois sent nineteen and got back fourteen. States that 
got back quite substantially fewer than they had sent included Maine, 
Vermont, and-rather dramatically-Ohio, which sent fourteen stu- 
dents but hired only three. 
About half of the graduates went to work in public libraries, about 
one-quarter of them went to academic libraries, and about one in eight 
went to special libraries. Only two in a hundred went to school libraries. 
And more than one in ten took no library job-most frequently as a 
result of having gotten married. 
The statistics conceal important particulars. Those first classes 
included many notables: Edwin H. Anderson, who succeeded Dewey at 
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the head of the school and later directed the New York Public Library; 
James I. Wyer, who succeeded him; Mary Wright Plummer, who 
directed both the Pratt Institute and the New York Public Library 
schools; Katharine L. Sharp, who founded the Armour Institute school 
that she moved to the University of Illinois; Phineas L. Windsor, who 
followed her at Illinois; and George Watson Cole, who, as the head of 
the Henry E. Huntington Library, became one of the premier librarian- 
bibliographers. 
Along with the stars were some who left library work rather soon 
and were never heard from again. Many others occupied positions of 
considerable prominence. Isadore G. Mudge eventually became the 
reference librarian best known in the nation as the editor of the guide to 
reference books that had been inaugurated by her fellow alumna Alice 
B. Kroeger. Dorcas Fellows was highly influential over the years as 
editor of the Decimal Classification. Judson T .  Jennings headed Seat- 
tle’s public library as George Bowerman did the one in the District of 
Columbia. As a whole, the graduates of those years constituted an 
extraordinary group. 
Expansion--1900-1921 
By 1900, the New York State school was no longer the only one and i t  
was joined by others before 1921. Pratt Institute in Booklyn (1890), Drexel 
Institute in Philadelphia (1892), and the University of Illinois (transferred 
in 1897 from Chicago where it had been founded in 1893 as part of the 
Armour Institute) had all begun to prepare librarians by 1900. Twodecades 
later, new schools had joined in the task, though the school at the Drexel 
Institute had been closed in 1914 having graduated 371 students, 2 of them 
men. New schools by 1921 were the Carnegie Library School of Pittsburgh 
created in 1916 from a training school for children’s librarians begun in 1901; 
the Simmons College school in Boston (1902); Western Reserve in 
Cleveland (1904); the Library School of the Carnegie Library of Atlanta 
(1905); the Library School of the University of Wisconsin (1906); the 
Syracuse University Library School (1908); the Library School of the 
New York Public Library (191 1); that of the University of Washington 
(1911); the Riverside, California, Library Service School (1913); the 
Library School of the Los Angeles Public Library (1914); the Saint 
Louis Library School (1917); and the University of California-
Berkeley (begun in 1919 in succession to the California State Library 
School that had been established in Sacramento in 1913). 
By 1921, in the landmarkreport associated with his name, William- 
son reported that these schools had graduated almost 5000 students. Of 
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the 4664 recorded, only 276 (6 percent) were men and 60 percent of them 
had come from the New York State school. Only three other schools had 
attracted any substantial numbers of men-the New York Public 
Library’s school, Pratt Institute, and Illinois (which had become an 
important school serving the Midwest). Nearly half of the fifteen 
schools had never had a male student. More than 60 percent of all 
graduates were still working in libraries; the proportion of men remain- 
ing was slightly greater than that of women. In his analysis, Training 
for Library Sewice, Williamson studied the charge that educating 
women was wasteful for they were likely to marry and leave the work. 
Proving himself the worthy successor to Dewey that he was to become, 
Williamson rejected the charge entirely, pointing out that almost as 
large a proportion of the men too had left library work, though for other 
occupations. Besides, he said, even those women who did not remain in 
their library positions often continued to serve the profession in other 
capacities such as being board members of libraries. Still, he evidently 
thought i t  was desirable to have men in the field. He also argued 
strongly for increased salaries for qualified librarians, since only in such 
circumstances could the schools hope to attract a fair share of the 
best-qualified students. 
The standard of qualification represented by the prerequisite of a 
baccalaureate degree was still not being met by most of the schools even 
by 1921. Only the New York State school and the University of Illinois 
had that prerequisite. Three other schools-i.e., Simmons, Washing- 
ton, and California-made sure that their graduates held the degree by 
awarding it  at the end of a four-year collegiate course that included 
library studies. In other schools associated with institutions of higher 
education, it was possible for a student tocombine studies soas toearn a 
degree rather than the certificate received by others. Of the 1921 gradu- 
ates, a bit fewer than half had a college degree upon graduation. In the 
schools other than the five that demanded a degree in advance or 
provided i t  at graduation, the proportions of admitted students holding 
a degree ranged from the low of 12 percent at Atlanta to the high of54 
percent at the New York Public Library. All of the schools that did not 
require a degree for admission sought to ensure a minimum in broad 
general preparation through an entrance examination, exempting 
applicants who held degrees. These examinations, concentrating on 
history, literature, current events, general information, and facility with 
foreign languages, reveal the nature of the subject background desired. 
Surely, as evidence about later students shows to have been true, the 
preponderance of library school students must have come from back- 
grounds in the humanities and social sciences. With schools spread 
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across the country from Boston, New York, and Atlanta to Los Angeles, 
Berkeley, and Seattle, students no longer were forced to travel long 
distances from their homes for library training. 
More directly comparable to the facts about the first thirteen years 
of New York State Library classes than this generalized, national sum- 
mary is the information about the classes of that same school during the 
twenty-one years from 1901 to 1921. The average number enrolled per 
class (twenty-one in the earlier period) grew to twenty-nine. The total 
for this longer period was 610 students of whom 129 were men-about 
the same ratio of one to five that had been true before 1900. With very few 
exceptions, students were admitted to the New York State school only if 
they had a baccalaureate degree. Advanced degrees earned before admis- 
sion included forty-nine master’s degrees, two M.D.s, and four Ph.D.s. 
The twenty-eight foreign degrees probably included a number that 
represented advanced study. 
As had been true between 1887 and 1900, the largest contingent 
(179) came from New York, and again, Massachusetts (with 51) was 
second. Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan once more were 
leading contributors-more than twenty students. States sending more 
than ten students were Vermont, California, Iowa, Nebraska, Minne- 
sota, Illinois, Missouri, Maine, Wisconsin, and Washington. In all, 
students came to New York from thirty-six states and Hawaii. Students 
came also from Canada (seven), Denmark (four), China (two), and from 
Norway (which sent a total of twenty-six students in those years). 
When the graduates took jobs, about the same number remained in 
New York as had come from that state. Again, a disproportionately 
higher ratio went to work in the District of Columbia as well as in 
Connecticut, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, North Carolina, and West 
Virginia. States that did not send students but which employed gradu- 
ates were Florida, Montana, North Dakota, Idaho, South Dakota, Geor-
gia, and Virginia. States that sent substantially more students than they 
got back as librarians were Vermont, Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode 
Island, Wisconsin, and Tennessee. Only one of the seven Canadians 
went back home to work immediately and only sixteen of the twenty-six 
Norwegians. Probably many of those from foreign countries eventually 
returned to their homes after having had work experience in U.S. 
libraries, as some of the Norwegians did in emulation of Haakon 
Nyhuus, who in the nineteenth century worked in Chicago at the 
Newberry Library and the public library before returning to become 
Norway’s great librarian-pioneer. 
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Reforms-I921-l950 

In the years immediately after 1921, the patterns of library science 
education changed considerably. The Williamson report itself was the 
product of the Carnegie Corporation’s shift of its philanthropy from 
constructing library buildings to improving the quality of the service 
within them. Some grants went directly to library schools but the main 
effort was directed toward fundamental change, much of it to be 
achieved through support of new programs of the American Library 
Association. One of the agencies created, the Board of Education for 
Librarianship, brought a new structure to the field, provided a means 
for the establishment of national norms, and encouraged the establish- 
ment and growth of library schools, especially within the framework of 
universities as Williamson had strongly recommended. 
Before the end of the decade, the number of schools had risen to 
twenty-five, including a new Graduate Library School at the University 
of Chicago. The changes were not revolutionary, however; the students 
were much the same in their general characteristics as their predecessors. 
Requirement of a bachelor’s degree for admission became more general 
than i t  had been, but that stringency was ameliorated in two ways- 
(1) the recognition of a sort of library school (the so-called Type I11 
school) that provided a major in library science within the framework of 
a four-year undergraduate program, and (2) the admission of students 
without a degree for a certificate course that was offered in parallel with 
the degree course. Students tended tochoose library schools in their own 
states. With the very special exception of the Hampton Institute for 
black students, every school in 1938 had its largest single student con- 
tingent from its home state. Only Chicago, Columbia, Illinois, Michi- 
gan, and Peabody attracted students from as many as fifteen other states. 
In the mid-l930s, more than one in ten of the entering students pos- 
sessed degrees representing five or more years of study, more than 
three-quarters had the bachelor’s degree at admission, and more than 
nine out of ten had completed three years of undergraduate study. Even 
though those in leading positions in library education spoke often of 
the need to recruit students with mathematics and natural science 
backgrounds, close to eight in ten undergraduate degrees were in the 
social sciences and humanities, and English and history together con- 
tinued to be the subject background of more than half of all students. 
Females constituted 86 percent of the students of the twenty-six schools 
in the academic year 1936-1937, and this proportion remained generally 
stable until the war halved the proportion of males as it reduced the 
numbers of all students in higher education. The students tended to be 
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in their mid-twenties. A substantial cohort of students entered the 
library schools directly from college, but the typical age suggests a year 
or so of work experience before entrance. A number of the schools 
discouraged applicants above the age of thirty, a policy that no doubt 
helps to explain the median age of twenty-four at California for the 
years between 1920 and 1948 and the mean age of twenty-seven at Illinois 
between 1926 and 1936. For those same years at California, the record of 
the first job by type of library showed a change from the proportions of 
the first years at the New York State school. Public libraries attracted42 
percent, academic libraries 30 percent, special libraries 18 percent, and 
school libraries 10 percent. A bit fewer than one in ten did not go to work 
at all or, if they did, not in libraries. 
Following World War 11, the library schools and their students 
changed gradually in response to underlying social and economic 
trends. The total numbers of students grew only moderately at first and 
then were set back a bit once again by the revival of the draft in reaction 
to the Korean War. In the 1940s, even though i t  was a war period, the 
number of graduates for the whole decade-about 14,000-was very 
slightly higher than in the 1930s. In the 1950s it  increased a bit to 16,000. 
About 1950 most schools switched to a new master’s-degree pro- 
gram. This change was a response to the anomaly of a graduate program 
that resulted in only a second bachelor’s degree. Under the 1933 stand- 
ards, these so-called Type 11 programs confused employers and the 
profession about the significance of the degree-particularly for salary 
determinations in the schools, where pay scales tended to be closely tied 
to amount of academic study completed. In addition, many felt that 
professional librarianship required graduate-level preparation that 
should be recognized in the form of the degree awarded. With adoption 
of new standards for library schools, completion of an undergraduate 
degree before admission became, for the first time, not simply the 
customary background but essentially the universal requirement for 
ALA-approved schools. During the postwar years, the proportion of 
men rose above one-fourth of the total, a proportion that became the 
norm for total library school enrollments. As had been true in earlier 
years, there was a tendency for the schools with the larger proportions of 
men to be those-such as Columbia, Chicago, Illinois, and Berkeley- 
that had national constituencies. Even so, men became increasingly 
evident in the student bodies of schools that primarily served their own 
states and regions. Another group that increased appreciably during the 
postwar years was the part-time students who took more than one year 
to complete their degrees. Among these part-time students two major 
contingents were (1) the veterans and other men who, being already 
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married, had to work to help to support themselves and their families, 
and (2)the women who found librarianship an appealing avenue of 
return to the labor force as their children reached school age. 
When the graduates went to work full-time, about one-third began 
their careers in public libraries. Almost as large a proportion went to 
academic libraries. After 1950 about one in five went to work in school 
libraries and about one in six went to work in special libraries. 
During these first postwar years, changes came only gradually. A 
particularly important influence was the involvement of the federal 
government in ways that increased the demand for librarians and made 
money available to library schools. Beginning in 1965, the federal 
programs accelerated into a massive commitment to educational pro- 
grams at all levels. The impact upon libraries and library schools was 
far-reaching. The numbers of schools increased and the number of 
students enrolled in each grew similarly. 
The most pervasive effect of the new federal programs was a sub- 
stantial increase in demand for librarians, giving the schools a ready 
market for their graduates. The Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act encouraged the establishment of school libraries with full-time 
librarians. The Library Services and Construction Act provided support 
for a multitude ofnew public library programs that demanded new staff 
members to carry them out. And the Higher Education Act brought new 
fundsto academic libraries, which then required more staff members to 
procure the materials. Other federal programs, such as the National 
Defense Education Act and very substantial scientific research grants, 
had similar effects on the demand for librarians. 
Some of these new federal funds went directly to library schools. 
Scholarships for master’s-degree students helped them as individuals 
and encouraged the growth of existing schools and the establishment of 
new ones. The quantitative differences, however, were only part of the 
story. 
For the first time on any large scale, library schools were able to 
compete for support for new advanced programs. Among these pro- 
grams were those that were designed to educate disadvantaged and 
minority individuals, and that brought new cohorts of such students- 
both for master’s-degree programs and for newly established or newly 
invigorated advanced and doctoral programs. In addition, financial 
support became available for research to be pursued by library school 
faculty members and students. Astute and aggressive library school 
directors put together proposals for federal support that enabled them to 
expand their schools both in size and in variety and complexity of 
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program. All of these developments changed considerably the atmos- 
phere and the substance of library schools. 
Diversifica tion-1950s-1980s 
The inauguration of doctoral programs in library schools repres- 
ented a very considerable change." Until almost 1950, virtually the only 
active doctoral program was that established in the 1920s at the Gradu- 
ate Library School of the University of Chicago. Measured by the record 
of completed doctoral dissertations, only a hundred doctorates in librar- 
ianship had been awarded up  to the end of the 1940s, almost all from 
Chicago. 
During the 1950s another hundred doctorates were earned, with 
Chicago still in the lead-though Illinois, Michigan, Columbia, and a 
sprinkling of other schools were represented as well. Substantial 
changes occurred during the 1960s, largely as a consequence of the 
newly available federal funding. The number of doctorates awarded 
more than doubled those that had been awarded before that decade. New 
schools joined those conferring substantial numbers of doctoral 
degrees, including Indiana, Rutgers, Florida State University, Pitts- 
burgh, California-Berkeley, and Case-Western Reserve. 
In the 1970s the number of doctoral degrees rose dramatically to top 
1000 for the decade, produced by increasing numbers in the existing 
schools and by the entrance of institutions such as Maryland, Wiscon- 
sin, Drexel, Syracuse, Texas, Toronto, and others. For most library 
schools the number of advanced students was not sufficient to make 
them the dominant element in the student body; yet their presence made 
important differences in the general atmosphere of the schools where 
they were to be found. Often assignment as a teaching assistant or 
lecturer was a principal means of financial support for doctoral stu- 
dents, with a consequent change for the master's-degree students in 
giving them teachers who were different from the regular, full-time 
faculty members. 
The students of the 1980s seem to be very much like their predeces- 
sors. In 1983 the men were only about one in five, a ratio only slightly 
lower than the one in four that seemed to establish itself in the postwar 
years. The median age rose above thirty, and library schools generally 
abandoned their policies of discouraging applicants above that age. 
Many candidates for advanced certificates and degrees, of course, 
were even older. Even among the first-year students, however, substan- 
tial numbers of married or divorced women entered to prepare them- 
selves for the work force when their children attained school age. Still 
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others-men and women-were preparing for a new career in place of a 
previous one. Many students, however, continued to be drawn from 
among recent college graduates. Students' undergraduate degrees were 
distributed as follows. English and history degrees represented well over 
40 percent; the other social sciences and humanities combined brought 
the total a bit above 90percent; leaving about 7 percent formathematics 
and the sciences. The students tended to come from the region in which 
the school was located, with the home state accounting for more than 
half of all the students and, together with adjoining states, proportions 
ranging upward to seven out of ten students. The great preponderance 
of home-state students held true even for schools generally thought to 
have national constituencies such as Columbia in the East and Berkeley 
in the West. 
Even though many students have stayed close to home, a number 
have always traveled to faraway places for their education, both from 
within the lJnited States and from abroad. From the very beginning 
foreign students have enrolled in American library schools." Tracking 
them down and assessing their impact on their home countries is a 
formidable task not to be undertaken here. Danton'sexemplary study of 
the impact on Norwegian librarianship is a model of a sort of investiga-
tion that should be carried out in relation to many countries. He 
demonstrates conclusively the very considerable influence exerted by the 
returning librarians, not all of whom of course had studied in library 
schools. 
Whatever the details and variations, it is clear that American library 
education has been one of the factors that has made American practicea 
pervasive part of librarianship throughout the world." Danton's Nor- 
wegians were only one group. Another was composed of substantial 
numbers of Chinese librarians who, prior to World War 11, were one of 
the large contingents. In contrast to many of the postwar Taiwan 
Chinese who have often remained in the United States, these earlier 
Chinese went home to create a substantial network of library education 
that is only now resurfacing on the international scene. 
A multitude of instances could be cited of individual librarians 
who, after studying at an American library school, went home to estab-
lish American library practices in many different countries of the world. 
Typically such librarians became prominent leaders in their own coun- 
tries, though it is important to realize that these successes have often 
been at least as much a consequence of the outstanding qualifications 
students brought to their studies as of the library school instruction. An 
especially notable case is the group of New Zealand librarians who came 
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to America in the 1930s under Carnegie sponsorship to study at Michi- 
gan. As Maxine Rochester has shown, they returned to reform New 
Zealand librarianship in important ways.13 
In a different fashion, American graduates serving as consultants 
abroad have carried with them to a multitude of countries the ideas and 
practices of American librarianship. A very early instance was the work 
of Asa Don Dickinson (New York State, 1904) in the Punjab, but the 
large numbers date from the postwar period under many U.S. assistance 
projects sponsored by the federal government and by foundations such 
as those associated with the names of Carnegie, Ford, and Rockefeller. 
Some American library school graduates have gone abroad with the 
Peace Corps, though it  appears that a greater number of Peace Corps 
workers have found an interest that led them to attend library school 
after returning home. Perhaps the largest contingent of all has been 
composed of American librarians who have served abroad with U.S. 
armed forces' libraries and USIS (U.S. Information Service) agencies. 
In a multitude of ways, American library schools have affected the 
course of librarianship throughout the world. The most pervasive car- 
rier of this influence has been the student who became the practicing 
librarian, whether at home or abroad. 
Summary 
The library school that Melvil Dewey founded in 1887 began a 
process through which almost 200,000librarians were prepared for their 
profession. The growth in the ranks of graduates was slow (see table 1). 
For the whole period up to 1920, the average number of graduates per 
year was only 141. Only in 1928 did the total yearly graduates of the 
eighteen schools top 1000. The rate of increase, however, accelerated 
during the decade of the Williamson report; during the 1920s, about 
5500 new graduates more than doubled the 4664 who had graduated up 
to that time. Again in the 1930s, the numbers more than doubled, rising 
to 14,000 for those years. This number remained fairly constant during 
the following war decade and rose only slightly to 16,000 in the 1950s 
but again more than doubled to 33,000 in the 1960s and almost did so 
again in the 1970s to63,000.In the current decade, the annual number of 
those graduating has receded somewhat to about two-thirds of the fast 
pace of the 1970s. 
Although impressive in total, the numbers of graduates annually 
stayed at a moderate level for most of the years of the century. About half 
of the graduates of accredited library schools have completed their 
studies during the years since 1970. Indeed, nine out of ten of all 
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graduates come from the years since 1935; some of that group are still 
serving the profession. 
As the number of students rose, the number of schools to prepare 
them increased as well. The fifteen to eighteen schools of the 1920s rose 
above thirty by 1939 but then remained in that range for some years. 
Only in 1970 did a surge in new schools carry their number above fifty 
and then on to the high of sixty-nine. Ironically the time required to 
bring new schools into being resulted in their starting their work just as 
the demand for librarians and the federal funds at its base were receding. 
Very recent years, of course, have seen the closing or consolidation of a 
number of schools, some of them with long traditions. 
The multiplication of schools kept so close a pace with the 
demands that library school classes remained small, particularly as 
compared with the size of other professional schools. Even in the peak 
year of 1974, the average number of graduates per school was only about 
120.Throughout the century, a few schools have attracted considerably 
larger proportions of the total students than the average, with the result 
that the typical library school student has been a member of a small 
group. The character of the experience, for the most part, has been of 
membership in a cohesive student body, most of whom knew each other 
at least casually and usually were well known by their teachers. 
It is important to realize, of course, that even the whole body of 
graduates has never constituted all of those serving libraries and librar- 
ianship. Library school graduation certainly was not a prerequisite to 
appointment in the early years, and it  has never become a universal 
requirement. Always, some individuals have risen in libraries on the 
basis of experience alone. And instruction besides that in ALA- 
accredited programs has abounded. Even the membership of the Ameri- 
can Library Association itself has welcomed as its leaders many 
individuals who had no library school background. 
Only in 1910 was the first graduate of a library school elected 
president of the association. He was James Ingersoll Wyer, the director 
of the Albany school. Three years later a second library-school product 
was elected in the person of Edwin Hatfield Anderson, Wyer’s predeces- 
sor as director of the school and, by then, director of the New York 
Public Library which had its own library school. After an intervening 
year, the head of that school, Mary Wright Plummer, was elected, the 
second woman to hold the presidential post. Four years later, Chalmers 
Hadley, a New York State graduate, was elected. He was succeeded by 
Alice S. Tyler, director of the library school at Western Reserve Univer- 
sity. Two more years intervened before Judson T.Jennings was elected 
in 1923 and Herman H.B.Meyer in 1924. Five more non-library-school 
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TABLE 1 

LIBRARY GRADUATES 1983
SCHOOL 1921-
ANNUALAND CUMULATIVE 
Number of Cumulative Number of 
Year Graduates Total Schools 
1921 4664 15 
1922 729 5393 
1923 729 6122 
1924 500 6622 
1925 100 6722 
1926 509 7231 14 
1927 512 7743 
1928 1086 8829 
1929 336 9165 
1930 993 10158 
1931 1100 11258 25 
1932 1874 13132 
1933 1875 15007 
1934 755 15762 
1935 1188 16950 
1936 1961 18911 26 
1937 1058 19969 
1938 1790 2 1759 
1939 424 22183 
1940 1648 23831 
1941 2101 25932 30 
1942 1625 27557 
1943 1016 28573 
1944 919 29492 
1945 824 30316 
1946 1612 31928 36 
1947 1355 33283 
1948 1289 34572 
1949 1580 36152 
1950 1581 37733 
1951 1698 39431 36 
1952 1698 41129 
1953 1856 42985 
1954 1510 44495 
1955 1731 46226 
1956 1317 47543 31 
1957 1297 48840 
1958 1383 50223 
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TABLE 1 
LIBRARYSCHOOLGRADUATES1921-1983 
ANNUALAND CUMULATIVE 
Number of Cumulative Number of 
Year Graduates Total Schools 
1959 1477 5 1700 
1960 1714 53414 
1961 1779 55 193 33 
1962 1926 57119 
1963 2094 59213 
1964 2500 61713 
1965 2827 64540 
1966 3337 67877 37 
1967 3897 71774 
1968 4378 76152 
1969 494 1 8 1093 
1970 5506 86599 
1971 6071 92670 57 
1972 6877 99547 
1973 7112 106659 
1974 7494 114153 
1975 7282 121435 
1976 7070 128505 64 
1977 6856 135361 
1978 6008 141369 
1979 4090 145459 
1980 3899 149358 
1981 3993 153351 69 
1982 4228 157579 
1983 3945 161524 
Sources: American Library Association. Board of Education for Librarianship. “Annual 
Report.” See issues of ALA Bulletin; ALA Committee on Accreditation. Statistical Data 
from Annual Reuiew Reports Submitted to Committee on Accreditation. Chicago: ALA, 
1970/71- Association of American Library Schools. Library Education Statistics Com- 
mittee. Library Education Statistical Report. State College, Pa.: AALS, 1980- . 
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graduates served before Adam Strohm was elected in 1930 and Josephine 
A. Rathbone in 1931. In 1934, Charles H. Compton took office and in 
1936 Malcolm Wyer. 
With the election of Milton J. Ferguson in 1938, library-school 
graduates took continuous place in the presidency of the association, 
interrupted only by the terms of Milton E. Lord in 1949, Frederick H. 
Wagman in 1963, and William S. Dix in 1969. All three were of the older 
tradition of scholarly preparation for a library position but all three had 
become active members of the profession in positions of leadership both 
in their own libraries and in the association. It took a full fifty years 
before library school background for the leadership of the professional 
association became the norm. It is indeed noticeable that heads of 
library schools were elected to that post perhaps more often than their 
numbers would have predicted. As early as 1892 at the Lakewood 
Conference, it was noted that Dewey’s clique of library-school students 
and graduates enabled him to exert considerable power, and some have 
observed even to the present that library school connections seem to give 
a special advantage to candidates for office in the association. Through- 
out a century of growing and changing librarianship, library schools 
have powerfully influenced the profession, primarily through the stu- 
dents whom they prepared to do the work and to exert the leadership. 
References 
1. New York State Library School Association. Register 1887-1926. New York: 
NYSLSA, 1928. 
2. Williamson, Charles C. Training forLibrary Service. New York: Carnegie Corp., 
1923. 
3. Danton, J. Periam, and Merritt, LeRoy C. Characteristics ofthe Graduatesof the 
University of California School of Librarianship (Occasional Papers No. 22). Ilrbana-
Champaign: University of Illinois, Graduate School of Library Science, 1951; and Dan- 
ton, J. Periam. United Stateslnfluence on Norwegian Librarianship. Berkeley: IJniversity 
of California Press, 1957. 
4. Wilson, Eugene €1. “Pre-Professional Background of Students in a Library 
School.” Library Quarterly 8(April 1938):157-88. 
5 .  Wilson, Louis R. “The American Library School Today.” Library Quarterly 
7(April 1937):211-45. 
6. NYSLSA, Register 1887-1926. 
7.  American Library Association. b a r d  of Education for Librarianship. “Annual 
Report.” See issues of A L A  Bulletzn. 
8. American Library Association. Committee on Accreditation. Statistical Data 
from Annual Review Reports Submitted to Committee on Accreditation. Chicago: ALA, 
1970/71-. 
9. Association of American Library Schools. Library Education Statistics Commit- 
tee. Library Education Statistical Report. State College, Pa.: AALS, 1980;and see Associa- 
LIBRARY TRENDS 448 
A Century of Students 
tion of American Library Schools. Newsletter, Jan. 1952, and artirles subsequently each 
year in Library Journal. 
10. Schlachter, Gail A,, and Thomison, Dennis. Libra ry Science Dissertations 1925-
1972. Littleton, Colo.: Libraries Unlimited, 1974; and . Library Science 
Dissertations 1973-1981. Littleton, Colo.: Libraries Unlimited, 1982. 
11. Carnovsky, Leon. The Foreign Student zn the American Library School. 
Washington, D.C.: I7.S. Office of Education, 1971 (ED 058 918). 
12. Kildal, Arne. “American Influence on European Librarianship.” Library Quar- 
terly 7(Apri1 1937): 196-2 10. 
13. Rochester, Maxine K. “Ameriran Influence in New Zealand Librarianship as 
Facilitated by the Carnegie Corporation of New York.” Ph.D. diss., IJniversity of 
Wisronsin-Madison, 1981. 
WINTER 1986 449 
This Page Intentionally Left Blank 
Curriculum and Teaching Styles: 
Evolution of Pedagogical Patterns 
LAUREL A. GROTZINGER 
IN 1969,NOT QUITE TWO decades ago, a small volume was published by 
Unesco that had the simple title, Methods of Teaching Librarianshifi. 
In light of the fact that this essay is to address that same topic, but in the 
framework of a century of formal library education in the United States, 
it is worthwhile to consider one paragraph in the prefacc of the rela- 
tively recent Unesco work since it summarizes the problems faced 
throughout the ten decades of American library education history. 
The schools in question ...are beginning to give serious thought to the 
quality of their teaching and are working to improve their teaching 
facilities (libraries, laboratories, audio-visual materials, etc.), their 
curricular policy and content, and the efficiency of their teaching 
staff; they are also trying to make the instruction they impart conform 
to the norms obtaining in other schools in the same country or 
region.’ 
The following pages will attempt to synthesize the key concepts 
that have dominated library school curricula with special attention to 
the idea of the “core,” the growing conflict between library and infor- 
mation science, and the actual methodology of teaching as i t  has been 
described and experienced by members of the profession. 
Evolution of the Curricula 
As noted by Magrill in 1975, “library school curricula have been the 
subject of critical comment and debate for so many years now that i t  is 
Laurel A. Grotzinger is Dean and Chief Research Officer, TheGraduateCollege, Western 
Michigan University, Kalamazm, Michigan. 
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difficult to think that there might be anything new to say on the 
subject.”’ In preparing this short commentary, i t  took only a quick 
review to discover that a section of relevant references could dominate 
any actual discussion. The period from the mid-1940s through the 1970s 
produced one major work after another that critiqued programs, out- 
lined problems, and established some of the common perceptions found 
throughout this essay. With only one or two major dissenters-e.g., 
Houser and Schrade?-there was a reasonable consensus that historical 
surveys of library school curricula did identify common stages in the 
evolution of the course of study in library schools. 
One of the most concise analyses was done by Reed in a contribu- 
tion to the Conference on the Design of the Curriculum of Library 
Schools conducted by the University of Illinois Graduate School of 
Library Science in September 1970.4 Her summary sets the stage for the 
current pedagogical philosophy: 
The pre-Duz (Dewey) years-apprenticeship and in-service library 
training classes...;1887-Dewey and his rationalization leading to a 
common avenue of library training...; 19.23-Williamson, the ALA 
Board of Education for Librarianship, and initial accreditation of 
profrssionallibrary education;19?3- the clarioncall to respectability 
sounded by the 1933 standards; 1947/48-Denver, Chicago,
Columbia-all this and a master’s degree too; 1951-the unveilingof 
the new qualitative standards calling for sound general education, 
introductory professional courses, and initiation into an area of 
library specialization; and finally 1970-a library education curricu-
lum still with challenges forchange impingingfromevery dire~tion.~ 
In her discussion, Reed also commented on the ALA Curriculum 
studies conducted under the auspices of W.W. Charters, University of 
Chicago School of Education. The studies not only provided profes- 
sionally sound textbooks but illustrated the parallel developmental 
patterns that library science shared with other applied disciplines; the 
pioneering educational and research efforts found at the Chicago Grad- 
uate Library School; the emphasis on a common core found in Leigh’s 
Public Library Inquiry of the 1940s; and theuniversity of Chicago 1953 
conference‘ that addressed the core curriculum. 
It is impossible to discuss each of these historically significant 
benchmarks in the evolving pedagogy of library education, but they are 
documented thoroughly in Vanny White,’ Carroll: and most recently 
Morehead.” However, certain major concerns have been highlighted in 
the first century of library education. 
The primary concept running through the studies indicates that 
library education, evolving as i t  did in ways similar to such other 
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professions as clinical psychology, public administration, education, 
nursing, and social work as well as the areas of medicine and law, has 
always focused on an integration of theory and practice. As Morehead 
states, “the complexity, and difficulty that inform the curricula in 
professional education arise from the dichotomous nature of profes-
sional work with its emphasis upon a broad theoretical foundation, and 
upon mastery of skills and techniques for effective practice.”” 
The original preparatory agencies were the guild and its appren- 
tices; the battle that Dewey fought to formalize library education was 
against these esteemed methods, and they had to be incorporated into 
the course of study in order for the school to survive although there is 
also evidence that the coexistence of the two elements was fundamental 
in his beliefs and in those of his followers. At the same time, the original 
need to respond to demands for actual experience quickly came into 
conflict with the requirements of formalized training. That uneasy 
wedding has continued to plague the development of effective, credit- 
able curricula. As library school programs evolved in the first half of this 
century, the conflict emerged even more strongly when the assorted 
definitions associated with the distinction between library and/or infor- 
mation science came into conjunction. Because of these amorphous 
conceptualizations, the programs of the library schools of the 1980s 
contain, in many instances, an unwieldy and often unsatisfactory com- 
bination of the traditional library core, appropriate library science 
electives, computer sciences, mathematics, philosophy, and the assorted 
theories of management, psychology, communications, organizational 
behavior, educational development, human and machine engineering, 
business, sociology, and any other discipline presumably of value to the 
generalist graduate of the one-year library school. 
As already noted, this unstable situation began with the first formal 
programs at Columbia (Albany), and was quickly taken up  by Dewey’s 
disciples at Pratt, Drexel, Armour (Illinois), and the schools associated 
with public libraries. The idea of teaching library techniques or “econo- 
mies” and those subjects that were perceived as particularly important 
in the organization of libraries, notably cataloging and classification, 
was matched with an equal emphasis on practical or field experience. In 
1970, Reed pointed out, the “pioneer educators left their impression not 
only upon professional library education, but also upon librarianship 
generally. They attempted to give their students sufficiently specific 
suggestions on each of the hundreds of questions that they faced ...to 
enable them eventually to put the libra ry... into perfect working 
order.’”’ The requirements of these early curricula are familiar from the 
well-known Williamson reports13 and in the landmark 1936 publica- 
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tion on The Curriculum in Library Schools by Reece.14 Williamson’s 
studies, of course, caught the attention of the profession because they 
strongly documented that the quality of instruction in library schools as 
well as almost everything else associated with the schools was totally 
nonprofessional. The curricula included some twenty-five courses, but 
at least half of the student’s time was spent in four areas: cataloging, 
book selection, reference work, and classification, Even then he noted 
that the amount of time devoted to each of the four varied greatly, and 
that the differences between “ rofessional” and “clerical” demands had *Fnot been well defined. Reece later described that essential distinction 
as the one that exists between training and education. 
“Training” may be assumed to hold in prospect routinized, repetitive 
tasks, and to connote the learning of methods and processes which 
call for little discretion and which conceivably may be exercised with 
only remote reference to their meaning. “Education,” on the other 
hand, contemplates work involving problems, necessitating adapta- 
tions, embracing the revision of techniques, and entailing the treat- 
ment of human situations; it  presupposes concern with a definite 
body of knowledge, possession of intellectual responsibility, judg- 
ment, and initiative, and appreciation of the purposes and standards 
of the tasks in view; in short, it implies whatever is prerequisite to 
practicing a profession. 
Despite the strong recommendations of Williamson and the 
response of the profession through the Board of Education for Librar- 
ianship and the 1933 standards, the issue of theory and practice was not 
resolved nor has it been to this day. The schools of the 1980s have much 
in common with the schools of the 1890s regardless of the years of 
experimentation, efforts of the accrediting agencies, and attempts to 
provide widely held professional parameters. As Conant reported in his 
1980 survey, the majority of the schools that he examined attempted a 
“balance” between practice and theory. Yet, he went on to state:“ 
The tight job market in librarianship during the 1970s made it 
inevitable that many graduate librarians would begin their library 
careers in subprofessional or paraprofessional positions, and most 
graduate library schools provided some instruction that anticipates 
this situation.Thus even the theory-oriented schools were somewhat 
responsive to the demands of students for practical training. 
These conflicting priorities are seen throughout the accredited and 
unaccredited programs as we move into the second century. Although 
no solution to this issue is currently in sight-especially in light of 
today’s recruitment difficulties and the limited opportunity for profes- 
sional employment-some members of the profession have concluded 
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that the one-year program is obsolete. Only through an extended period 
of study will it be possible to provide any serious recognition of the 
principles on which the field is based and to provide the quality field 
experience that has been recognized by other professions as part of the 
requirements of the first professional degree. Morehead” addresses this 
issue in detail in his chapter on “Theory and Practice in Library 
Education.” 
It is evident that the principle thrust over the last four decades in 
library education has been to construct a body of theory. The  writings 
of Danton, Metcalf, Lancour, Berelson and others show that the 
primary concern has been the reduction or elimination of techniques 
and routines that had no  place in a graduatecurriculum ....Like trying 
to square the circle, the efforts to resolve the theory-techniqueconun- 
drum appeared more taxing than the presumed rewards. 
At the same time, he eventually concludes that the lack of past 
vision in resolving this pedagogical issue is not really a justification for 
ignoring the value of practice along with theory. Morehead also points 
out that some of the best responses to these issues are found in the 
original writings of Williamson and Reece. He then suggests that “it is 
to these pioneers that library educators must once again turn for direc- 
tion and inspiration ....An examination of alternatives to field work, 
within the framework of the teaching-learning process, may yet liberate 
library educators to seek creative responses to the le itimate demands of 
an experimental component in the curriculum. ,,1B 
The Core Curriculum 
At the heart of any examination of the curricula of library educa- 
tion is the existence of a core, a standard essence required of each 
graduate of an accredited program. The concept of the core was reaf- 
firmed by the Conant report of 1980. In his review of one-year programs, 
he included a table titled “Composite Course Listings by Categories of 
subject^.'''^ Although he noted, as did Williamson in the 1920s, that 
none of the schools surveyed offered all of the courses [categories] that 
were cited, he also stated that “library schools concentrate on the basic 
functions of the profession: reference bibliography, technical services, 
and administration. The historical background of books and libraries is 
a standard part of the curriculum in all of the schools.”20 Conant has 
been criticized for his limited sample, but his conclusions about core 
topics were reflected in every preceding review of the field in a manner so 
comparable that only an occasional title wording is noticeable. 
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The nature of professional education, regardless of definition, has 
invariably suggested that there is a common content relevant to any 
beginning professional. In response to Williamson’s severe critique in 
the 1920s, in 1936 Reece outlined a “brief schedule, which is essentially 
functional [that] illustrates the first of these steps.1121 It is not difficult to 
identify what Shera and others have described as “The Old Quadri- 
vium.” His list was titled “Activities Entailed in Library Work,” and 
point number (1) was “fashioning a library collection.” This was fol- 
lowed by (2) “organizing and caring for a library collection, ...” (3) 
“using a library collection,. ..” and (4) “directing a library enterprise ....” 
The foregoing embodies the raw material of the curriculum-in outline 
if not in fullness and symmetry. It may be translated into instructional 
subjects with whatever amplification and refinement are useful or feasi- 
ble in a given case22 
A quarter of a century later, Reed cited the results of her survey of 
accredited library schools: “All of the schools studied offer courses in the 
areas of reference, cataloging and classification, administration, and 
information science; 96 percent in selection and acquisition; 86 percent 
in research methods; 80 percent in introduction to librarianship or 
library in society; and 44 percent in communications and l i b r a r i e ~ . ” ~ ~  
The significant addition found in Reed’s survey is that of information 
science although the citing of research methods and content that would 
provide a fundamental overview of the field indicates a growing concern 
about elective flexibility that is seen in other writings of the last two 
decades. Of special importance is the already growing influence of a 
related, but independently evolving area of study-information science. 
Supporting the need to provide the fundamental concepts and 
skills is the major accrediting agency itself, the Committee on Accredita- 
tion (COA) of the ALA. Although the current (1972) Standards for 
Accreditation are based on the premise that each school’s goals and 
objectives determine the exact nature of the curriculum under review, 
COA also issues a guideline identifying the “Principles and Procedures 
Common to All Types of Libraries.” Four basic components are listed: 
1 .  	An understanding of role of the library as an educational and infor- 

mation agency. 

2. An understanding of the theories of collecting, building andorganiz- 

ing library materials for use. 

5. A knowledge of information sources and an ability to assist the user of 

library materials in locating and interpreting desired items. 

4. 	Knowledge of the principles of administration and organization to 

provide information servicesZ4 
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These components are not identified simply as interpretation; accredit- 
ing teams examine the curriculum for the existence of the quadrivium 
of the past. 
Despite this affirmation by the only accrediting agency dealing 
with first-level professional programs, members of the profession have, 
on many occasions, addressed the issue and proposed a variety of modi- 
fications that would reflect changing pedagogical approaches. Wilson, 
in 1948,25 suggested that there had been extensive curriculum changes 
at, for example, Illinois, Columbia, and Chicago. He noted the rela- 
tively new approach of placing the core at an undergraduate or prereq- 
uisite level in several schools. He commented on the development of a 
variety of new courses focusing on the societal response required from 
the professional librarian. 
Garrison in 197426 and Asheim in 197527 attested to a changing 
order. Garrison emphasizes that “serious differences of opinion have 
always existed on what the core is and what it should contain” and 
“wonders if the concept of core has not lost its validity.”28Asheim hit on 
several of the interrelated issues when he first described the trend toward 
longer programs at the master’s level. 
Interestingly enough, the move to increase the length of the program 
has been accompanied by a move to reduce the number of required 
courses. The “core” has undergone many changes to accommodate 
new content (computer technology and systems analysis, for exam- 
ple); to make optional some of the traditional requirements (history 
of books and printing, and even cataloging and classification); but 
most especially, the core has been reduced whenever possible, not so 
much to reduce the length of the program overall, as to increase the 
number of elective options available to the student. This recognition 
of the growing demand for a higher degree of concentration in a great 
variety of specializations is one of the key developments in library 
education in the past decadez’ 
Three years later, at a workshop on the Integrated CoreCurriculum 
held at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, Asheim made a 
slightly different statement about the emphasis on specializations. De- 
spite apparent reduction of required courses: 
In almost all cases, there is some kind of requirement; if not a single 
requirement for all students, then separate requirements for all stu- 
dents in each specialty: a bunch of little cores. Moreover, if one looks 
closely at these separate cores, one usually finds two or three courses 
that turn u p  in every one of them, thus sneaking in the general core 
concept, sub r o s ~ . ~  
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The workshop then addressed the idea of an integrated core in which 
students move through a logical sequence of study from learning the 
fundamental information needed by the librarian generalist to a point 
at which each graduate would have a total overview of common princi- 
ples and procedures. However, after hearing the reports of how selected 
schools were approaching that objective, Garrison concluded that the 
examples showed inconsistencies in defining basic knowledge, empha- 
sis on concepts and not details, and unclear relationship to the larger 
information world. He identified a primary concern that would eventu- 
ally impact the field more than any discussion of the core, integrated or 
not: “We need to agree first that there is an information profession 
larger than library science and that there can be professional schools of 
information larger than present library schools.”31 
Whither then, the core curriculum? The resolution of this issue is 
far from clear after one hundred years of library education. Surveys of 
the current situation reveal the same patterns as existed in the original 
schools. Only a handful of schools have attempted to define a core that 
might reflect the broad foundations of all branches of “the information 
profession.” Many more evidence that even though each library school 
regularly reviews and “revises” its curriculum: 
Each one when it finally comes up with its (presumably unique) 
definition turns out to be where everyone else is: advocating the 
premise that anyone holding a degree from the particular school 
should know something about materials that carry information, the 
needs and interests of the users of those materials, and the means, 
devices, processes, and mechanisms that will bring the user and the 
information together. And when you shakedown that general, philo- 
sophical language, you have cataloging and classification, reference 
and bibliography, selection of materials, and library 
administrationa’ 
Information Science 
The interjection of information science into the arena of library 
science education hit its major stride in the 1960s. For a number of years 
prior to that decade, i t  had been increasingly apparent that the impact of 
new technologies had not been assimilated effectively into library 
school curricula. The relatively primitive information processing 
equipment of the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s was rapidly giving way to the 
sophistication of the modern computer; the marketplace for its users 
was not built on the services of the public, academic, school, or even 
special libraries. The attention given by librarians to the organization 
and retrieval of discrete, formal publications had not been redirected to 
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the concept of the properties, behavior, and flow of information in 
general. Library educators could not, however, ignore the fact that an 
entirely separate field of study was developing in a way that threatened 
the foundations of library science. Independent degree programs in 
information science and computer science began to cut into the avail- 
able pool of students and to threaten the credibility and existence of 
library schools. 
In 1967 Rees and Riccio noted that “the past decade has witnessed 
impressive efforts to define, formalize, systematize and even automate 
both the clerical and intellectual processes involved in library prac- 
tice. They described two curricula modifications that had occurred in 
the library schools: (1) theaddition of information science courses to the 
schools’ offerings, and (2)the development of separate degree programs. 
They also noted that a number of schools had established an  informa- 
tion science track or subcurricula within the standard master’s degree. It 
was already evident that the integration had not dealt with the basic 
differences in definition and that the library school courses were, in 
general, oriented to service and not to research. At the same time, it was 
commonly perceived that the future had to be built on a successful 
merger with redefined objectives that stressed the interdisciplinary 
nature of the work. 
A decade later. Fosdick,s” in his 1978 paper on trends in library 
education with respect to information science, cited a number of studies 
that confirmed the earlier predictions and illustrated the current state- 
of-the-art. He also presented the results of his own survey and outlined 
the development of library schools’ curricula. Less than a decade ago, 
the schools were generally providing separate courses rather than an 
integrated curriculum. Based on his analysis, five areas of competence 
or topical content could be used to classify the existing courses: (1) 
library automation, (2) information storage and retrieval, (3) systems 
analysis, (4) interactive computer systems that especially focused on 
online bibliographic retrieval, and (5) programming. 
Although Fosdick recognized that these five categories were not 
mutually exclusive, he was able to “fit” each course cited in the catalogs 
into one of the five. He also noted that a core of information science had 
evolved-i.e., students were counseled or required to take library auto- 
mation and an introductory course in information storage and retrieval. 
This latter category was a broadly based one that included such topics as 
abstracting, indexing, vocabularies, thesauri, searching methods, infor- 
mation networks and systems, and study of modern storage and retrieval 
theory. 
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A few schools-e.g., UCLA-had tried to make a complete trans- 
formation in the early 1970s by focusing on what was considered to be a 
totally modern and relevant approach to library education of this 
generation: 
-the curriculum was intended to develop persons who were compe- 
tent in the functional areas of the information transfer process; 
-the curriculum was intended to allow for the personalization of the 
process of acquiring knowledge; 
-the curriculum was intended to provide a mix of technical skills 
(limited in terms of classroom exposure), conceptual background, 
and human relations skills; 
-the curriculum was extended from twelve months toapproximately 
twenty-one months (generally six quarters of residence plus a 
summer session). 96 
The designers of this program were unique in their approach 
despite the fact that critics considered the result to be one more example 
of “old wine in new bottles.” The emphasis on student “personaliza- 
tion” meant exceptional flexibility in course selection, although, a few 
years later, there was a move to reestablish “required courses,” and a 
core came into being once again. Still the UCLA program was and is an 
attempt to make a major break with past pedagogical patterns. A 
number of other programs took similar steps to create an integrated 
information-oriented program of study-often in an extended time 
frame-that would allow for student specialization at a professional 
level with the routines and paraprofessional responsibilities left to 
support staff. However, the profession as a whole did not make such a 
dramatic modification but moved rather to make cosmetic changes 
through the addition of the word information to the titles of their 
teaching units. By the early 1980s, only a handful of schools had not 
incorporated the word or substituted i t  for the historical designation of 
library science or librarianship. The curricula, as Fosdick demon- 
strated, still reflected the old tradition rather than a meaningful synthe- 
sis of the complex substance of information science with the 
fundamental theory and philosophy of library science. As Shera noted, 
“information science is not souped-up librarianship or information 
retrieval, nor is it antithetical to either. Rather information science 
contributes to the theoretical and intellectual base for the librarian’s 
operation^."^^ 
At the present, a number of library schools are in the process of 
examining or changing their curricula to respond more adequately to 
the demands of the information society. Curricula of library schools 
have always responded to the needs of society, whether it was in service 
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to special groups, to its own constituency through continuing educa- 
tion, or at different levels of training such as undergraduate and 
advanced degree study. However, no societal impact has been as signifi- 
cant as the information revolution and the machines that have changed 
every aspect of our world of recorded information and communication. 
Information science and computer science have grown faster separ- 
ate from existing library education programs rather than in coopera- 
tion. Recent closings of nearly a dozen library schools suggest that their 
justification or priority in the university setting has not competed well 
with departments of computer science or information science. The 
growing numbers of undergraduate programs in information science 
and information resource management-to name only two areas- 
further threaten the future of library education. The integration of 
information science and the new technologies has been slow, and the 
next decade may well determine whether the past ten decades of library 
school curricula will survive into the twenty-first century. 
Instructional Methods 
N o  discussion of the pedagogy of library education is complete 
without addressing the question of “how” as well as “why” and 
“what.” The concern about the method of instruction is, quite rightly, 
as old as the first classes in library instruction taught by Dewey at 
Columbia. Williamson addressed the issue in his special report of 1923 
with a statement that “concerted effort should be made to raise the 
quality of instruction in library schools by increasing salaries and 
making teaching positions more attractive ....”37 His observations noted 
an “excessive dependence on the lecture method” which he attributed to 
the students’ background, a failure of the emerging profession to pro-
vide adequate texts and materials, and the extraneous and demanding 
requirements placed on the instructional staff. Reece’s study of the 
curriculum included a chapter on “Conditions for the Curriculum” 
that identified a need for adequate tools-i.e., resources and equip- 
ment3* The volumes of the Journal of Education for Librarianship 
have regularly noted the issue of “how to” teach the core courses, along 
with an occasional article on specialized areas. For example, in volumes 
5 and 6, numbers 4 and 1, 1965, a series of experts outlined the assorted 
approaches to teaching reference, cataloging, book selection, the history 
of books and libraries, government publications, documentation, 
administration, adult education, and newer media.” 
The 1960s were a period of special growth in the area of instruc-
tional technology and the literature began to reflect the basic tenets of 
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good pedagogical planning beginning with objectives, followed by 

planned units of instruction taught with the use of appropriate media, 

and concluded by a careful evaluation of the effectiveness of the instruc- 

tion. A 1981 study by Ka~lauskas~~ 
ummarized many of the activities 
that had been incorporated in accredited schools. He noted that 
computer-assisted instruction had gained acceptance especially as the 
computer became a basic component in library and information sys- 
tems. Among other forms of instruction, he described the use of pro-
grammed instruction including audiotutorials, video, online 
interactive laboratories, instructional games, and directed independent 
study. In support of these types of effective teachingapproaches, in 1970 
the American Library Association adopted a statement of policy on 
“Library Education and Manpower” that explicitly recommended that 
“library schools should be encouraged toexperiment with new teaching 
methods, new learning devices, different patterns of scheduling and 
sequence, and other means, both traditional and nontraditional, that 
may increase the effectiveness of the students’ educational 
experience.4 
One of the best and most comprehensive discussions is Morehead’s 
text, Theory and Practice in Library Education, especially his chapter 
on “Modes of Instruction in Library Education.” He begins his review 
by noting that it is easier toclassify modes of instruction than to discover 
whether one or more is superior as a method of imparting knowledge. 
As he simply states, “methods vary by discipline as well as by tempera- 
ment of the ins t ru~tor .~”~ Nevertheless, he does develop a classification 
or taxonomy that is useful in examining the current state of library 
instructional methodology. He bases his categories on the research of 
Dubin and Ta~eggia‘~ and begins by stating that “in a broad spectrum 
of pedagogical situations, there are two distinct modes of teaching- 
learning behavior: ‘face-to-face instruction’ and ‘independent ~tudy’.’’‘~ 
Under the broad category of face-to-face instruction fall those areas 
with which many in graduate education are most familiar-notably the 
omnipotent lecture, the group discussion, the question-and-answer 
strategy that has its roots in Socrates-all methods that ultimately 
advocate an authoritarian role of the instructor in the classroom. The 
lecture or modified lecture approach is used in classrooms today as 
much as it has been since the first classes taught at Columbia or indeed 
since the Germanic tradition became the basis for the universities of this 
country. 
Independent study, on the other hand, removes the instructor from 
the classroom and allows the student to choose hidher own path of 
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achieving the objectives of the course of study. Here, of course, the 
technologies of programmed instruction, computer-assisted instruc- 
tion, and all of the contemporary paraphernalia that have become 
increasingly important, although the first use of this approach 
depended only on a student and an assignment to be completed- 
regardless of the medium. There are variations on the involvement of an 
instructor in that some independent study is almost completely nonsup- 
ervised while, in other forms, the instructor interjects himself/herself at 
significant evaluative steps along the way. It is fair to say that library 
school faculty employed both methods with increasing use of nonprint 
media as the 1960s drew to a close. 
In the last quarter century, methods developed in other disciplines 
have been successfully adapted to library science. The case method, 
initiated at the Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration, 
moved a short distance and became a mainstay of Simmons College and 
then spread throughout a number of other library school programsand 
produced texts and resource material. The case-study approach, how- 
ever, encompasses a variety of submethodologies, and it is impossible to 
discuss them in any detail. Some instructors found that the case study 
could be used in another approach-e.g., role playing. Here, in particu- 
lar, the field experience within a laboratory setting could be controlled 
and evaluated. Use of audiovisual methods to record the interaction 
provided an additional strength through feedback and a means to 
evaluate the experience more effectively. Still another variation on the 
experiential approach was to require a practical “project” that required 
the student to relate the theory of the text to a real-life situation. Some 
projects were even more directed when they were confined to a labora-
tory situation within the library school itself and observed by the 
instructor. This was also seen as a justifiable approach to the practice 
requirement noted earlier in this discussion. 
A number of commentators on the teaching methods used in library 
education devoted special attention to a concept called library-centered 
library education. This was probably best advocated in the landmark 
studies of Knapp.” She perceived the university library as the center of 
the learning experience that would incorporate the literature of the 
discipline, the body ofknowledge of the discipline, and the sources that 
provide the information required by the users. The student was a 
participant-learner in a seminar-laboratory that would allow him/her 
to react, the instructor to observe and act as a mentor, and the student to 
respond to the incident activity. As Morehead analyzed the situation, 
“the unfocused problem, at first perplexing and undefined, is trans- 
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formed by a process of inquiry into an ordered situation ....If the model 
works well, the process has been student-initiated and student centered, 
while the role of the teacher has been non-directive, in the Rogerian 
sense. 946 
Finally, the entire problem of quality of instruction that has 
plagued the profession in its first century must now be placed within the 
additional perspective of the requirements of information science and 
its effect on the methods of teaching. In its most simplistic framework, is 
the issue now one of adapting catalog material on OCLC terminals as i t  
once was one of typing accurately spaced three-by-five cards? Is expe- 
rience in online database searching a matter of applying theory, or of 
learning a special vocabulary and “how to” turn on the machine and 
guide its mechanics? Clearly the old issue of the inadequate and boring 
lecturer who made little use of instructional methodology is now more 
complex since the students of tomorrow’s library schools are more 
familiar with the technology than many of the instructors. Morehead 
suggests that: 
[Even] if increased options for practical work through simulations or 
with the new technologies do not automatically confer upon the 
teaching-learning process a greater quality, neither does adherence to 
a proven set of teaching measures appreciably demonstrate a signifi- 
cant difference in instructional outcomes. We are not at all sure about 
our ability to prove statistically the main effects of any currently used 
educational or instructional ~ariable.‘~ 
Once again, a century of experience has not brought an answer, but only 
suggested new and often more complicated questions. 
Summary and Concluding Remarks 
One hundred years of formalized library education have been com-
pleted. Library science, librarianship, library studies, or the current 
configuration of information and library science have emerged within 
the comparative framework of other “professions” of this century. In  
the 196Os, McConnell stated that “the professional school may legiti- 
mately expect the university to recognize that knowledge, understand- 
ing, and theoretical foundations are not enough for the professional 
practitioner, for he must also be a master of his raft."'^ The original 
problem of the proper balance between theory and practice has led to the 
recognition that “we tread upon a superficially familiar but highly 
unknown terrain which is open to exploration, with a multitude of 
theoretical approaches which can be taken.”49 Although the faculties of 
professional library education programs have seemingly placed little 
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priority on experiential learning, the profession itself has continued to 
advocate a special role for it. Shera summarized it succinctly when he 
stated that “every profession is a blending of theory and practice, a 
science and an art, wissen und k’dnnen, to understandand to know how. 
Both of these elements are essential, both must be maintained in an 
harmonious and proper relationship. As the programs evolved in 
these ten decades, the university setting became the accepted approach, 
accreditation became the measure of success, and the definition of the 
professional was modified with the schools in turn developing more 
sophisticated curricula, providing advanced courses that could lead to a 
doctorate, and offering lifelong-learning experiences to overcome voca- 
tional obsolescence. 
One overriding issue was inextricably intertwined with the concern 
about the relationship between theory and practice and the definition of 
a professional discipline: the basic requirements known as the core. 
Defined by Shera, in its simplest terms, the core was “the search for a 
unified theory of librarianship [that] implies a professional philosophy 
which is expressed in the curriculum as a basic course structure required 
of all students.”” Shera also noted that this issue produced a “continu- 
ing search for the principles of unity that would bind the educational 
program intoacohesive whole ....”62The search for principlesof unity is 
still a fundamental guideline to accreditation of the first professional 
library program- the master’s-level program. Regardless, the search 
has not been successful, and the definition of the core has not been 
professionally established. Numerous experiments in many different 
library schools have not produced one universally accepted definition of 
what constitutes a core, and the problem has been exacerbated by the 
growing impact of information science on the traditional library 
science programs. 
Fosdick in 1982, building on his 1977 survey, reviewed the trends in 
library and information science at the graduate level.s3 He concluded 
that “information science is now viewed as critical to modern profes- 
sional education, ...”and stated that “the integration of this material 
across the curriculum gives such traditional courses as cataloging and 
reference sources a different flavor than only a few years ago.’’54 He also 
noted that more and more graduates of library science programs are 
seeking employment in nontraditional fields. Hayes,& an early pioneer 
in curriculum design in this area, places information science in a broad 
perspective that dates back nearly 140 years. Indeed, it encompasses 
library science rather than complementing it. To the degree that the 
profession does not recognize this historical depth and breadth, then to 
an increasing degree it will be limited in its own development and 
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effectiveness. McGarry, in an article that addressed the combined issues 
of the core and the impact of information science, concluded that “the 
advances in information science and technology leave us very little basis 
for guessing what technical skills (if any) will be needed at the end of the 
decade, or what will be the role and structure of these information 
professions that have come to the fore.”56 
Finally, the issue of the methods of teaching cannot be set aside in a 
discussion focused only on what is to be taught. The technological 
revolution has meant that the environment of the classroom has 
changed once and for all. Despite a historical affection for the lecture 
approach, the growing ease of media application and individual 
instruction means that the student of this decadeandof the next century 
will be learning in ways quitedifferent from that of 1887,1937, and even 
1987. As Morehead noted in 1980, “if library educators are not to evade 
pedagogical theory of this kind because it  is too enervating or because it  
is easier to engage in mellifluous discourse upon the geegaws of tech- 
nology, it is incumbent upon them to develop multiple working hypo- 
theses to challenge and indeed disprove the assumption^."^' 
The first century is at an end and library educators are once again at 
a beginning. It is unfortunate that library educators too face the prob- 
lem of Alice in Through theLooking-Glass.The Queen informed Alice 
that a memory should be able to go both directions. Alice responded that 
her memory was such that she did not recall things before they occurred, 
whereupon the Queen replied: “It’s a poor sort of memory that only 
works backwards.” Let us hope that we can reverse our role of only 
looking backwards and see more clearly the library curriculum of the 
future. 
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of Library Science Teaching Materials 
PHILIP A. METZGER 
FROMITS BEGINNINGS, university-level library education has generated 
much literature on the subject of its own curriculum. This is not 
surprising, since that curriculum was subjected to a great deal of flux in 
its early years and some of the element of change has persisted through- 
out its development. One aspect of the literature has remained constant 
throughout, however, with all of the discussion of ways of teaching and 
what ought to be taught, the subject of the tools to be used in that 
work-i.e., primarily textbooks-has been nearly ignored. Even in Mel- 
vil Dewey's formative curriculum, where it is known certain works were 
used in the classroon to help the teacher instruct, the subject receives 
virtually no attention. For example, Mary Wright Plummer, in a com- 
mentary on her library school education, has a lot to say about its 
quality, but not a word-good, bad, or indifferent-about the books 
that helped her learn.' On a more sophisticated level, Tse-Chien Tai's 
1925 proposal for a reform of the library science curriculum, in which he 
goes to great lengths to describe the structure that curriculum ought to 
take, breathes no mention of textbooks or any other classroom teaching 
materials.' These two examples could be multiplied many times, and 
they suggest that textbooks have been truly an invisible aspect of library 
science education. They remain largely so today. 
Philip A. Metzger is Curator of Special Collections, Lehigh University Libraries, Beth- 
lehem, Pennsylvania. 
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The Williamson Report 
One very important exception is to be found-the Williamson 
R e p ~ r t . ~Among the points covered in the pivotal Williamson Report, 
two-each receiving one full chapter of attention-are of interest in the 
present discussion. Chapter five deals with “Methods of Instruction” 
and chapter six addresses the issue of the sufficiency of textbooks for 
teaching library science. Among the many criticisms he made of the way 
librarians were educated, Williamson cited “excessive dependence on 
the lecture” and the “acute” need for more textbooks in order to “save 
the students’ and teachers’ time and to improve the efficiency of library 
school tea~hing.”~ 
Although Williamson never defines what he means by the word 
textbook, he suggests by example what the term signified to him. By the 
time he prepared his report, many standard texts were available in the 
field, among which he mentions the A.L.A. Catalog Rules, Dewey’s 
Decimal Classification, the ALA List of Subject Headings, and-
perhaps that which most looks like a textbook to modern librarians- 
Kroeger’sGuide to the Study and Use ofReferenceBooks. Noneof these 
were labeled textbooks by Williamson, however; he called these works 
manuals of practice and reference books. 
He identified two categories of publication he sought: the textbook 
and the treatise. The former is an elementary explanatory work to be 
directed strictly at the student, and the latter is an encyclopediccompila- 
tion of practice and procedure, not presumably directed strictly to the 
student. However murky the distinction between textbook and treatise 
may be, Williamson’s point about the difference between each category 
and the type of material he excluded from each is well taken. None ofthe 
works commonly available for library instruction made much of an 
effort to explain to a neophyte the procedures they ~odif ied.~ This was 
precisely the problem that disturbed Williamson. 
He also noted the heavy use of mimeographed course syllabi. These 
were a direct result of the lack of suitable textbooks and the efforts of 
instructors to give students something to help them through their 
course work.6 He did not find it necessary to comment on the inade- 
quacy of this practice, which was to continue for at least several more 
decades. Indeed, they are sometimes used in library school courses today, 
although perhaps not in the depth and detail of earlier periods. One 
other method Williamson noted for getting around the lack of textbooks 
was the use of assigned readings. He found that even in this case “on 
many important subjects ...useful literature is not only inadequate but 
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scattered and inaccessible.” Oftentimes, noted Williamson, the instruc- 
tor gave up  on this procedure out of frustration.7 
Undoubtedly Williamson was correct in his explanation for the 
lack of suitable textbooks: lack of sufficient demand resulting in no 
interest on either the part of publishers or perspective authors. One 
attempt to remedy the situation, the ALA Manual of Library 
Economy-a series of pamphlets on various subjects-he found entirely 
inadequate because of the brevity in the treatment of each topic. His 
solution was twofold (1) to appeal to “professional interest and service” 
to write suitable books, and(2) theestablishment of some sort of sabbati-
cal fund to allow instructors time off to research and write.’ 
Williamson’s implicit definition of the textbook appears to have 
been narrower than that proposed by others and certainly narrower than 
the one to be used in this paper. Here the meaning will be extended to 
include all types of material used in classroom teaching, however repro- 
duced, and of more than transitory interest. Williamson’s contention 
that library science lacked suitable textbooks was certainly accurate, but 
the field did not completely lack material to be used in classroom 
teaching, whether or not it might be precisely called textbooks. One 
must not forget that such material must be related to the style of 
teaching employed, and in the beginning of formal library education, 
textbooks (such as Williamson hoped for) would probably have been 
little used, if indeed knowledge in the field was sufficiently organized 
and developed to have allowed many to be written. 
Like the rest of Williamson’s Report, this aspect of his criticisms 
received a mixed reception. Henry Bartlett Van Hoesen, assistant librar- 
ian at Princeton University, took exception to Williamson’s definition 
of a textbook and included all of the texts meant to help the practicing 
librarian as well as the student. He found Mudge, for example, an 
exemplary textbook for the teaching of reference. Van Hoesen listed a 
number of works useful in the instruction of students, although not 
necessarily intended for that purpose. Most of these, i t  turned out, had 
been published in England.’ 
Teaching Materials, from the Early Columbia Days Onward 
Early library training-whether in library schools or in the 
apprentice programs that preceded (and ran concurrently with) them- 
emphasized learning by doing and observing and using the documents 
and procedure manuals of other libraries.” Clearly not much was 
needed in the way of textbooks €or this type of instruction other than the 
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procedure manuals of other libraries. The one separately published vol- 
ume that did serve as a textbook was the 1876 U.S.Bureau of Education 
publication entitled Public Libraries in the United States of America, 
edited by Samuel R. Warren and Major S.N. Clark.” The first part of this 
work discussed the history, condition, and management of public libraries, 
and part two was Charles Ammi Cutter’s Rules for a Printed Dictionary 
Catalogue. The first part appeared only this once, but Cutter’s Rules 
went through a number of editions, the second and third appearing in 
1889 and 1891 respectively. Indeed, the occurrence of these two dates in 
the early years of Dewey’s school probably reflects the students’ 
increased demand for the work. After the 1876 edition, the word printed 
was dropped from the title, probably reflecting the increased interest in 
and use of the card catalog. Whether or not oneconsiders Cutter’s Rules  
properly a textbook, they certainly represent one of the pioneer works 
used in library education. 
Melvil Dewey’s attitude toward the curriculum of his library school 
is well known. He was interested in very practical instruction in the 
efficient implementation of established library routine. There was little 
published material that described these routines, and little need for any 
as long as these routines could be described to students by an expe- 
rienced librarian-such as Dewey himself. One doubts very much that 
Dewey would have found any merit at all in Williamson’s criticisms. 
However, one area of the curriculum-cataloging-had developed 
a certain degree of complexity, perhaps beyond the level of other skills 
being taught. Indeed, Dewey’s system for classifying books, theDecima1 
Classification and Relatiu Index,  was already becoming well known 
among librarians, and formed the basis for teaching classification at the 
new school at Columbia. Originally published in 1876 by the Amherst 
College Library where Dewey was employed, the system had been 
considerably revised and expanded by the time it had been republished 
by Dewey’s own Boston firm, the Library Bureau, in 1885. Its appear- 
ance came just in time for i t  to be used in Dewey’s teaching. By 1889 i t  
had gone through six editions. 
At about the same time, Dewey prepared a work more suited to 
being called a textbook, although i t  might also be looked at as some- 
thing of a workbook, and corresponded to his ideas of practicality. This 
was his Library School Card Catalogue Rules,  w i th  52 Facsimilies of 
Sample Cards for Author and Classed Catalogs (1889). In this work he 
was also assisted by Mary Salome Cutler. In 1890 this forty-eight page 
work was included in a larger text entitled Library School Rules,  which 
included the section on the card catalog as well as rules for the accession 
book and the shelflist. This too was published by the Library Bureau, 
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and went through five editions by 1905. Unlike the Decimal Classifica- 
tion, which was simply the outline of a classifying system, the school 
rules contained facsimiles of properly completed shelflists and other 
forms, so that students could learn the correct procedure. The question 
of why they were done that way received little or no discussion. Used in 
conjunction with these texts was Charles Ammi Cutter’s Alfabetic 
Order Table, first published by the Library Bureau around 1887. Very 
little else was available to, or used by, the Columbia Library School or 
its reincarnation in Albany. Of course, works like Cutter’s were not 
intended entirely for library school students; they were also used by 
practicing librarians in their daily work. Indeed, without sale to librar-
ians there is little doubt that it would have been economically impossi- 
ble to publish Cutter’s Rules. 
This state of affairs existed for a number of years. In 1898 a new 
version of Library School Rules was issued by the Library Bureau. 
Entitled Simplified Library School Rules, it covered the same topics as 
before plus other details of library cataloging practice, including library 
handwriting. This and the others mentioned continued to be virtually 
the only works that could be called library science texts during the 
period before 1910. They were clearly directed to the elementary practi- 
cal level which Dewey espoused in library education, and they con- 
tained none of the elements of synthesis and analysis which Williamson 
was later to identify with the textbook. 
However, it is possible to see the beginnings of the topics to be 
covered in more depth in later textbooks. While at Albany, Dewey’s 
library school issued tracts on various subjects using the pages of the 
New York State Library Bulletin. Among them were Johnston’s 
“Selected Reference Books” (1899), Walter Biscoe’s “Selected Subject 
Bibliographies” (1899), and others. These works, as meager as they may 
have been, helped bridge the gap from the entirely practical curriculum 
to the more theoretical programs to come. 
ALA Book-Publishing Activity 
Even though the market did not exist for the publication of many 
books intended strictly for the use of library school students, a number 
of works were published after the turn of the century which were of use 
both to students and to practicing librarians, especially those who were 
working without the benefit of formal training. The American Library 
Association Publishing Board was especially active in providing these 
materials. The first formal organization within ALA for this purpose 
was the Publishing Section, established in 1886. In 1900 i t  was reorga- 
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nized as the Publishing Board, and in 1902Andrew Carnegie gave ALA 
$100,000 to help support the board’s publishing activities. No doubt 
this largesse was responsible for the increase in the number of titles that 
followed, many of which were potentially useful in library school 
classrooms. Foremost among the new publications was Alice B. Kroeg- 
er’s Guide to  the Study and Use of Reference Books that appeared in its 
first edition in 1902 under the Houghton Mifflin imprint. In  spite of the 
work’s usefulness, it may not have been rewarding for the publisher, for 
the next printing in 1904 was issued by the ALA Publishing Board; as 
were the second revised edition of 1908, and all subsequent printings. 
Although filling a definite place as a bibliography to reference material, 
it also quickly found a use as the primary text for the teaching of 
reference work in library schools. Kroeger’s work was the direct antece- 
dent of later editions by Mudge, Winchell, and Sheehy. 
Another title that was used both in libraries and library schools a t  
the time was the A L A  Catalog. The  first edition of this work appeared in 
1904 and listed 8000 volumes “suitable for a popular library.”’2 Not 
only was this used as a means of selecting books, but i t  can be found in 
courses on acquisition, along with required reading in Publishers’ 
Weekly. Several expanded later editions of the A L A  Catalog continued 
to be used for these purposes. 
The  ALA Publishing Board began at this time also issuing two 
series of pamphlets, Library Tracts and Library Handbooks.  Both were 
directed at librarians working in small libraries. They included such 
topics as “Traveling Libraries,” “Essentials in Library Administra- 
tion,” and “Cataloging for Small Libraries”; and especially in view of 
their low price (five to fifteen cents apiece) and appropriate topics, they 
were very probably used in library schools, although course descriptions 
do not mention them. These pamphlet series were the forerunners of an  
unsuccessful ALA attempt to produce a comprehensive text by a fascicle 
system. 
Library school catalogs occasionally mention the textbooks that 
were in use in their curriculum. An example is the 1917 catalog of the 
library school at Case Western Reserve University that mentioned “the 
more important texts” that were employed in its courses. These were the 
A L A  Catalog and Supplement,  A L A  Cataloging Rules,  theALA List  of 
Subject Headings, Bostwick’s T h e  American Public Library, Cutter’s 
Rules  for a Dictionary Catalog, the Dewey Decimal Classification, and 
Mudge’s revision of Kroeger’s Guide to  the Study and Use of Reference 
Books,  all in the latest editions. This  list was updated every year for 
more than a decade, but the updates included mostly changes to the 
newer edition^.'^ 
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In spite of these few works, the state of availability of library science 
textbooks may be sensed by a paragraph which first appeared in the 1898 
Circular of Information of the library school of the University of Illi- 
nois, then newly transplanted to Urbana from Chicago. In the 1910- 
191 1 circular the statement was expanded to become more explanatory 
and advised: 
There are few text-books on library economy, and instruction is given 
chiefly by lectures, collateral reading, problems and discussion, sup-
plemented by a large amount of practical work in the various depart- 
ments of the University library. In their class work instructors use 
illustrative material from the School’s collection of printed forms and 
library fittings ....I4 
After the 1913-1914 issue, the statement was dropped in its entirety, 
whether because the new Manual of Library Economy was alleviating 
some of the problem, or else to retreat into the bland generalities 
characteristic of the modern curriculum description, is impossible to 
say. Certainly the frankness of this paragraph represents one of the very 
few times the role, or lack thereof, of the textbook in its curriculum was 
clearly delineated by a library school. Nor was Illinois alone in this 
assessment. Case Western Reserve had a similar statement in its catalog 
about 1910, and dropped it at the same time the University of Illinois 
did.15 
Undoubtedly the most ambitious effort-although it was not an 
entirely successful effort to produce a general text for library science- 
was the aforementioned Manual of Library Economy published by 
ALA. The plan was to issue each chapter of the work as a separate 
pamphlet as i t  was prepared, ultimately offering the work as a bound 
volume upon completion. The effort was partially successful, in that 
over thirty titles (or rather, chapters) were issued, but the volume was 
never published as a separate entity. Nonetheless, they wereof use to the 
profession, and because of their low cost of ten to twenty-five cents a 
copy they were undoubtedly appreciated by library school students as 
well. 
The first chapters of the ALA Manual of Library Economy 
appeared in 1911, and included eight titles. Further titles were added 
until, by 1922, all but one of the projected chapters had been published. 
Chapter 28 remained a hole that was apparently never filled and per- 
haps contributed to the fact that the set was never published under one 
cover. Actually by the time the “last” chapter saw the light of day, 
several of the others had been revised and reissued-one or two under 
different authors-and a few had even gone out of print. 
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Many leading librarians contributed to the series, which contained 
coverage of nearly all important topics in the field, although one 
wonders how thorough the coverage could be, given the eight to thirty 
pages allotted to each. James I. Wyer was the leading contributor- 
writing four titles, among them one on government documents. Topics 
of special interest to library school students included the high school 
library, library administration, classification, and many others. The 
pamphlets comprising the Manual of Library Economy were a bargain, 
and it represented probably the first attempt in this country at a system- 
atic codification of library knowledge and procedures. 
One of the more important textbooks of the period which saw the 
beginning of the publication of the Manual of Library Economy was 
Arthur E. Bostwick’s T h e  American Public Library. Moreover, it was 
one of the few to be published by a private firm-D. Appleton and 
Company-in 1910. Its 393 pages carried it clearly beyond thescope ofa 
pamphlet. The A L A  Catalog described Bostwick’s book as a compre- 
hensive survey of the public library movement in the United States, and 
called it  “of special value to the student.”16 Of course, it clearly was not 
intended entirely, or even primarily, for the student. The work’s impor- 
tance is attested to by the fact that it went through four editions and a 
couple of revisions by 1929, with an increase in length each time. 
The other materials that were available for use in library school 
curricula were reflected in the 1921 list of ALA publications. In addition 
to the Manual of Library Economy there were two editions of the A L A  
Catalog, and a third edition was forthcoming. Kroeger’s Guide to the  
Study and Use of Reference Books had been reissued and revised in 1917 
by Isadore G. Mudge. That same year the University of Wisconsin 
library school issued a syllabus for A n  Apprentice Course for Small  
Libraries, in effect taking the curriculum to the library school student if 
he or she could not come to the university. Several books and pamphlets 
were available on the subject of cataloging, but without a doubt the bulk 
of the training was still carried on by practical exercises in the library 
school’s cataloging laboratory. Other than these ALA publications, 
little was available except one other set of pamphlets edited by John 
Cotton Dana entitled Modern American Library Economy, and pub- 
lished by the Elm Tree Press. This series described the methods used at 
the Newark Public Library and covered many of the standard subjects of 
the library school curriculum. This series did not have a long life, but its 
potential utility in library schools is apparent. 
In the main then, Williamson’s criticism of the availability of 
teaching texts in library science seems to have been reasonably accurate. 
Indeed, only one or two of the titles mentioned, Kroeger and Bostwick in 
LIBRARY TRENDS 476 
Overview of Teaching Materials 
particular, appear to have made any sort of lasting impression on the 
curriculum in library schools. Van Hoesen was probably accurate in his 
view that most of these works were written for the high-school-educated 
but the students entering library school showed increasing sophistica- 
tion and nearly all possessed the bachelor’s degree by this time. “But,” 
Van Hoesen remarked, “almost all our textbooks that would survive 
elimination on the criterion of suitability for students of college gradu- 
ate education would fall by the criterion of comprehensiveness and 
relative values or proportional treatment of topics.” “And,” he added, 
“most of the few remaining would fall short of being interesting, of 
course.”17 Van Hoesen identified several works which he felt could be 
used as textbooks in library science. Some of them were foreign works, 
written from a viewpoint not always useful for American librarianship, 
and many more treated rather narrow topics. 
The  American Library Association had for a long time encouraged 
the preparation of basic books that might be used as texts for library 
schools. In  1924ALA’s Editorial Committee announced that, in cooper- 
ation with its accreditation agency-the Temporary Library Training 
Board-it had prepared a plan for producing textbooks on various 
aspects of library service. Only one of these books reached publication, 
Public Library Administration by John Adams Lowe. Under the leader- 
ship of the Board of Education for Librarianship, the Library Curricu- 
lum Study was set u p  under the direction of W.W. Charters, then 
professor of education at the University of Chicago. T h e  study was 
subsidized by the Carnegie Corporation of New York. The  project 
continued from the fall of 1925 until the fall of 1928, when Charters 
became director of the Bureau of Educational Research at Ohio State 
University. As a result of the study, and through the cooperation of the 
ALA Editorial Committee, seven books were published: 
1 .  	Flexner, Jennie M. Circulation Work in Public Libraries (1927). 
2. 	Wyer, James I. Reference Work (1930). 
3. 	Mann, Margaret. Introduction to Cataloging and the Classification 
of Books (1930). 
4. 	Fargo, Lucile F. Library in the School (1930). 
5. 	Drury, F.K.W. Book Selection (1930). 
6. . Order Work for Libraries (1930). 
7. 	Power, Effie L. Library Service for Children (1930). 
Materials for the books were assembled through analysis of activi-
ties, problems, and traits involved in several aspects of library work, and 
through interviews and observation of practice in libraries of many 
types and of widely different geographical location. An advisory com- 
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mittee and experts in each special field were called upon at appropriate 
stages of each study to assist the author in the solution of problems met 
in the preparation of each book. Experimental use in library schools 
and revision by the author preceded final publication in each case. One 
of the series (Fargo) was revised by the author in 1933 and again in 
1939.‘* 
Media Enter the Curricula and Library Schools Publish Syllabi 
It is in the period between 1910 and 1920 that the first inklings of the 
use of what is now called “media” are to be found in descriptions of 
library school curricula. Like textbooks, media are an area on which the 
literature is largely silent, but some hints may be found. The 1910/1911 
circular of the University of Illinois, in the same place as the remark 
about the lack of textbooks, stated that “one of therooms[in the school] 
is equipped for the use of the stereopti~on.”’~ It did not say anything 
about the subjects of the slides, but probably they portrayed library 
buildings and rooms, the most logical subject for the stereopticon. 
Seven years later the information brochure from the library school at 
Saint Louis Public Library showed an instructor using slides to present 
an illustrated lecture to the class.20 Thereafter, and in the 1930s and 
1940s increasingly so, it was not too unusual to find a picture of a class 
being shown a film. Not until the 1960s, however, was i t  common for the 
library school curriculum to include instruction in media. 
In the 1930s and 1940s, i t  gets more and more difficult todetermine 
exactly what textbooks were in use, primarily because even the occa- 
sional mention of these in library school catalogs went out of fashion. 
Thus it is especially helpful that occasionally an observer of library 
education happened to say a word or two about textbooks. One such 
person mentioned in 1939 what the most popular textbooks in library 
school happened to be. First and foremost among them was, of course, 
Mudge’s Guide to the Study and Use of Reference Works. Hosteter also 
cited the series from the University of Chicago as “useful.” Clearly these 
had found their place in library schools. Then came a heterogeneous list 
which provided a clue to which of the increasing number of works on 
library science topics-not necessarily intended as textbooks-were 
finding a place. These included W.S. Gray’s What Makes a Book Read- 
able (1935); Carleton B. Joeckel’s T h e  Gouernment of the American 
Public Library (1935); W.M. Randall’s Principles of College Library 
Administration (1936); Douglas Waples’s The Library, National 
Libraries and Foreign Scholarship (1936) and What People Want to 
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Read About (1931); and finally Louis Round Wilson’s seminal The 
Geography of Reading (1938).21 
In spite of the apparent progress since the Williamson report, Keyes 
D. Metcalf-writing along with two others in 1943-found the state of 
overall textbook availability much the same as it had been twenty years 
before. Even the “Library Curriculum Series,” he found, failed for the 
most part to satisfy the need for better texts. Margaret Mann’s Zntroduc-
tion to Cataloging and the Classification of Books was the sole excep- 
tion. The others had a number of defects. These included the author’s 
lack of freedom to follow his own plan, the lack of awareness of some 
authors of the needs of library schools, excessive verbiage, too little 
graphic material, and a style that was neither scholarly nor popular. 
This was a rather severe indictment of these textbooks, although one 
wonders if those authors who did not understand library school needs 
would have been any better off if they had had more control over their 
work. A further criticism of the series was the lack of a work on library 
administration. The only other text that Metcalf found worthwhile was 
not a part of that series: Helen Haines’s Living with Books, which he 
said “stands out as the kind of textbook a library school instructor can 
produce if left free from editorial and other restraints.”22 
Metcalf also provided a helpful assessment of the position of visual 
methods (perhaps sometimes a better term than media) in the library 
school curriculum. This, according to Metcalf, was one of the “weakest 
phases” of the curriculum. (As we have seen, there were indications of 
the use of film and slides in the curriculum, but apparently that use was 
not very prevalent.) He suggested that films would be especially useful 
in teaching administration. Although bulletin boards with pictorial 
and other materials were frequently used in library schools, Metcalf 
found this insufficient. He called for the production of more films just 
as he called for the writing of more, and better, textbook^.'^ 
One of the most important ways (as Williamson noted) in which 
library schools got around the inadequacy of textbooks was by using 
published syllabi. There seems to be no way of getting an accurate view 
of how many schools published these documents, or in what numbers, 
but Library Literature-the H.W. Wilson index-included some of 
them. It is possible to suggest the range of subject matters considered by 
these syllabi. Columbia University seems to have been the most prolific 
in the late 1930s. Columbia’s syllabi covered such subjects as biblio- 
graphical method, reference, book selection, and cataloging and classi- 
fication. Some of these went through a number of editions; most often 
they were mimeographed assemblages of typescript. Some of the topics 
were not covered by available texts, but i t  would seem that others were. 
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Other schools too published their course syllabi. The University of 
Chicago published some syllabi, as did Wisconsin, Denver, and other 
important library schools. One finds them listed in Library Literature 
as late as the mid-I970s, but at the end of the 1940s their numbers 
decreased. No doubt the increasing availability of a wide variety of 
textbooks, along with the rapidly changing nature of the curriculum, 
made the effort which went into the production of syllabi unnecessary. 
They are still used in a small way in some schools, but syllabi are not 
nearly as important as they were a few decades ago. 
The period after World War I1 until the beginning of the 1960s 
seems to have been a rather quiet time in the development of library 
science texts. Very little new material was introduced, but many of the 
old classics were reprinted or appeared in new editions. The major 
developments occurred at the latter end of this period and consisted of 
the use of the introduction of media into the curriculum and the 
appearance of information science as a subject matter for library schools 
to teach. 
Commercial Publishing of Textbooks 
A great change in library science textbook production took place in 
the late 1960s and early 1970s. This change may be directly related to the 
increase in library school enrollment brought about by the influx of 
federal money that was appropriated by Congress in an effort to alle-
viate the shortage of librarians. The change also involved the wholesale 
entry of commercial textbook publishers into the library science market. 
Indeed, there had always been a few trade publishers in library science, 
but by and large the great majority of library science textbooks had been 
issued by professional or academic presses, such as the American 
Library Association and University of Chicago Press. The commercial 
market for library science textbooks scarcely existed, because, before 
1960, the number of students in accredited library schools never 
exceeded 1800. 
With the influx of federal funds and students, circumstances 
changed radically. The number of library school students shot up  from 
a little less than 1800 in 1960 to over 5500 by 1970. In addition, the 
number of library schools with accredited programs increased in the 
same period from thirty-two to fifty-two." All of this increase, while 
probably miniscule in relation to many other academic programs, 
proved to be attractive to many major textbook houses, and they began 
to enter the market. Along with the increase in governmental funds for 
education of all kinds-and probably as a result of it-textbook firms 
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were seen as attractive takeover prospects by larger firms. The resultant 
influx of capital may have helped publishers to make the most of the 
educational market. 
One of the first firms to enter the library science market was also 
among the largest publishing houses: McGraw-Hill. Its contribution 
was a series of widely used textbooks, “McGraw-Hill Series in Library 
Education,” under the editorship of Jean Key Gates. She was also the 
first contributor to the series; her Introduction to Librarianship 
appeared in 1968, and appeared in a second edition in 1976. As the title 
implied, this was a general overview of the field of librarianship. Other 
examples in the series focused on more specific areas of library practice 
at the time. John Boll’s Introduction to Cataloging, in two volumes, 
had first been published by the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 
1966, and shortly thereafter was included in the new McGraw-Hill 
series. The second important area of librarianship, reference work, was 
covered by what turned out to be probably the most widely used work in 
the series, William A. Katz’s Introduction to Reference Work, in two 
volumes. It first appeared in 1969 as well, with subsequent editions in 
1973, 1978, and 1982. Other titles included the 1971 book by Edward 
Heiliger and Paul Henderson entitled Library Automation; Ex@e- 
rience, Methodology, and Technology of the Libra ry asanInjormation 
System. This was issued at a time when the subject of computers and 
automation was just beginning to enter the library school curriculum. 
If this work looked to the future, Sidney L. Jackson’s Brief History of 
Libraries and Librarianship in the West (1974), looked to the past. The 
McGraw-Hill series was being added to as late as 1981, with Richard K. 
Gardner’s Library Collections, Their  Origin, Selection and 
Development. 
The McGraw-Hill series contained relatively few titles, all them 
clearly focused on major areas of library education. Another series of 
texts, published by Libraries Unlimited, competed to a certain extent 
with the McGraw-Hill series, but was much broader and more varied in 
scope. Its origin was in a text on cataloging written by Bohdan S. 
Wynar. His Introduction to Cataloging and Classification first 
appeared in 1964 and predates the series in which it was later to be 
issued. By 1980 it had reached its fifth edition. Other important works in 
the series included Jesse H. Shera’s Introduction to Library Science: 
Basic Elements of Library Seroice (1976), H. Robert Malinowsky’s 
Science and Engineering Reference Sources: A Guide for Students and 
Librarians (1967), Joe Morehead’s Introduction to United States Public 
Documents (1975), and A. Robert Rogers’s The Humanities, a Selectiue 
Guide to Information Sources (1974). In addition to these titles, a 
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number of others contributed to more restricted areas of library educa- 
tion, such as map librarianship, micrographics, and Dewey decimal 
classification. The series also had at least two titles for use in library 
technician training programs. But, as can be clearly seen, this series 
attempted to respond to the same basic needs for textual materials as the 
McGraw-Hill series. 
Two other series of textbooks, neither perhaps as important as the 
ones previously discussed, deserve mention, at the very least because of 
their innovative and individual approaches to the material they dealt 
with. NCR Microcard Editions took advantage of modern photo-offset 
procedures to produce volumes of articles assembled from other publi- 
cations. Rather than have the student laboriously search the literature 
for items of interest, the topics were presented to him or her in one 
package. These “Readers in ...” covered a fairly wide range of topics, 
including library administration, research methods, academic libraries, 
American library history, cataloging, and others. All of these were 
published during the period 1969 to 1974-the great expansion period 
of library education. None seems to have been published in more than 
one edition, however. 
The second series took the case-study approach, presenting 
actual-or at least realistic-problems in library service. These could 
then be discussed by students, and appropriate solutions proposed and 
analyzed. This series was R.R. Bowker’s entry into the library science 
text sweepstakes, and it  was entitled “Problem-Centered Approaches to 
Librarianship.” The series consisted of four titles-all by prominent 
library educators-on reference service, school media management, 
science and technology, and organizing library collections. All of the 
volumes in this series appeared in 1971 and 1972, and it  is difficult to tell 
how successful they were. The fact that the series stops at this point 
suggests they were not particularly well received. 
Other publishers also aimed individual titles at the library market. 
It is not possible to mention all of these. Many of them were responding 
to the general upturn in library buying, as a result of the influx of 
federal money. The most prominent of these was Scarecrow which had 
developed techniques for printing small editions profitably. Most of 
what they published was directed to academic library collections, but 
some was intended as textual material in library science. One may 
mention Elmer D. Johnson’sHistory ofLibraries in the Western World, 
1965 (second edition by Michael Harris and Johnson in 1976) as an 
example. Other publishers-such as Greenwood Press-directed much 
of their list at the library market, without quite adopting Scarecrow 
Press’ bargain basement methods. 
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Information science courses first began to appear in library science 
catalogs in the late 1960s, and by the early 1970s at least one textbook 
series had come into being to serve that growing need. John Wiley & 
Sons had been a scientific and technical publisher for a century or more. 
Its subsidiary, Becker 8c Hayes, began the “Information Science Series” 
in 1970, with Gerald Jahoda’s Information Storage and Retrieval Sys-
tems for Individual Researchers. There followed in 1971 Allen Kent’s 
Information Analysis and Retrieval. Other titles included discussions of 
information handling, automated language processing, information 
retrieval systems, and further topics of concern in information science. 
The series occasionally ranged a bit more widely, including Jesse 
Shera’s classic 1972 work (inexcusably out of print) The Foundations of 
Education for Librarians hip.  
At the present time, the use of the computer and media seems to 
have become ubiquitous in library education. In a recent study, sixty- 
three responding library schools indicated they maintained a combined 
total of ninety-three different laboratories devoted either to media or 
computers, or else both in one facility.% However, their introduction 
into the curriculum has been so recent that they may almost be said not 
to have a history, although that would of course not be quite the truth. 
Nonetheless, in the last ten years the computer has grown dramatically 
in importance, as the use of computerized reference databases and 
cataloging systems has increased. 
Media have been present in the library school curriculum some- 
what longer but involve probably more instruction in their use rather 
than their use in instruction. In this regard, the same study also found 
that, as of 1984, the mean number of years of existence for media labora- 
tories was about eleven.26 The media laboratory at the University of Illi-
nois library school has been around a good deal longer but still may 
serve as an example and may also mark the earliest that this type of in-
struction has been offered in library education. The first course in the 
subject was offered in 1943; five or six years later the teaching of “audio-
visual’’ materials was spread throughout the curriculum. The media 
laboratory has grown and developed in many directions and is  a far cry 
from stereopticon slides of an earlier day. Although other schools may 
not be able to boast of the antiquity of such a program, it is difficult to 
imagine a curriculum without this aspect, whether film, videotape, 
slide production, or other nonprint media.“ 
More difficult to characterize is the use of computers in library 
school instruction. The introduction of information science into the 
curriculum no doubt had a great influence, but probably more to the 
point was the need to teach online cataloging and database retrieval. In 
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1984, the mean number of years that library schools had had cataloging 
laboratories was a little over five.28The recent widespread availability of 
inexpensive microcomputers and commercial software will make 
changes that are probably not fully reflected in the library school 
curriculum or its needs for teaching material yet. 
Periodicals in Library Science 
It is difficult to summarize the development of library science 
publications during the last one hundred years. As a n  
introduction, some statistics will help.  H . G . T .  Can-
nons’s Bibliography of Library Economy-the first index in this coun- 
try devoted solely to library science material-was published in 1927. It 
covered journals published between 1884 and 1920, and indexed sixty- 
eight titles. Its successor, the H.W. Wilson index, Library Literature, 
first appeared in 1934. The initial volumecovered years 1921 to 1932 and 
indexed seventy-eight periodicals, about one-fifth of which were for- 
eign. The next volume-covering 1933 to 1936-included eighty-six 
titles, about one-third of which were foreign. From that point on, the 
proportion of foreign titles indexed has remained rather steady at about 
one-third. In the 1941 to 1951 volume, 120 titles were indexed and in 
1970 to 1971, 164 titles were indexed. Finally, in the 1983 volume, access 
to 218 titles was provided. This is truly a prodigious increase in the 
literature of the field and parallels developments in other areas of 
learning. 
Yet the large number of publications directed at the librarian of 
today belies the relative simplicity of the early days. Before the turn of 
the century-although librarians probably read those foreign journals 
that their language skills permitted-very little of any importance was 
published in the United States. One of the first which the newly emerg- 
ing field of librarianship made use of was Publishers’ Weekly. Estab-
lished in 1872, it was intended primarily as an organ for publishers and 
booksellers. However, the information i t  published was of very great 
import to librarians too and a perusal of its pages will make it  clear that 
the editors were conscious of that audience as well. 
In the centennial year of 1876,Library Journal appeared-the first 
periodical specifically directed to librarians in the United States. As in 
many other areas of librarianship, Melvil Dewey had a hand as princi- 
pal founder as well as being editor for a number of years. The connec- 
tion with Publishers’ Weekly is strong. Frederick Leypoldt, its founder, 
was Library Journal’s publisher as well. Library Journal served as the 
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American Library Association’s official organ until that body estab- 
lished a periodical of its own a number of years later. In fact, the next 
major library publication to appear was the Bulletin of the American 
Library Association, which first appeared in 1907 as a bimonthly of 
about twelve pages. Its aim was to “communicate at frequent stated 
periods with members ....”’’ Early issues were rather dry, being full of 
committee reports and bare of any illustration. In 1926, the publication 
frequency changed to monthly and began to feature articles of more 
general interest as well as pictures. It gradually evolved into the Ameri-
can Libraries and was received, if not read, by all members of the 
American Library Association. 
The next major development in the area of library science publica- 
tions did not take place until 1931. The foundation of the Graduate 
Library School at the University of Chicago had many profound influ- 
ences on the course of library education. None was more important than 
its establishment of Library Quarterly, whose first issue came out in 
January 1931 under theeditorshipof W.M. Randall. Much moreso than 
any other American library periodical, it followed the format of the 
scholarly quarterly both in appearance and content. Its focus was on 
research in library science-a point made clear in the opening essay, 
which stressed the importance of that area. Indeed, given the thrust of 
the curriculum at Chicago, the appearance of such a journal may be 
considered more or less inevitable. Others of its ilk were to follow, but 
none have retained quite the prestige of Library Quarterly. 
The communal interests of library education itself have been served 
since 1915 by the American Association of Library Schools. This body 
had published for some time several smaller publications which 
included a collection of meeting reports, a newsletter, and a directory. 
However, with the growing ferment in library education after World 
War 11, apparently the need was felt for a journal to deal solely with the 
issues of library education. In this manner the quarterly, Journal of 
Education for Librarianshifl, first made its appearance in the summer of 
1960. Recently renamed the Journal of Education for Library and 
Information Science to reflect the importance of information science 
and library science education, it has remained the primary publication 
in this area. 
A departure in format was Library Trends, which first appeared at 
the University of Illinois under the general editorship of Robert B. 
Downs. The great departure for this journal was the fact that each 
quarterly issue was devoted to one theme under the editorship of a 
specialist in that particular area. Since the first issue in July 1952, just 
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about every problem in librarianship has been covered at least once, 
from copyright to computerization. 
These are a few of the most important journals in library science; 
ones that have contributed to the education of the student and practi- 
tioner alike. Obviously many others could be mentioned. Today the list 
of library science periodicals includes not only scholarly journals but 
also a plethora of state and regional library association periodicals, all 
having a similar purpose to that of the Bulletin-i.e., communication 
with members. In addition, there has been an increasing number of 
journals-often published commercially-that are directed to specific 
areas of practice and are intended to help the practitioner in thoseareas. 
The  Journal of Academic Librarianship is one such journal. However, 
the Haworth Press of Binghamton, New York, is the most prolific 
producer of these periodicals. During the last ten years or so i t  has 
seemingly tried to cover every possible area of library practice with such 
titles as Public Library Quarterly, Special Collections, Journal of 
Library Administration, Behavioral and Social Sciences Librarian, Ref-
erence Librarian, and many others. In 1952, when Robert B. Downs 
introduced Library Trends,  he apologized for adding another publica- 
tion when librarians were already “surfeited” and “inundated” by 
library periodical^.^' The surfeit and inundation are even more pro- 
nounced today, yet the flow of new publications does not seem to abate. 
Conclusion 
This paper has been an introduction to, and an overview of, a 
subject which richly deserves further, much more detailed, examina- 
tion. Textbooks are among the codifiers and standardizers of knowledge 
in a field, and in that role they may reveal a great deal about attitudes 
and approaches of a discipline at a particular time. Much can be learned 
from studying them. It might be rewarding, for example, to examine 
early texts on reference service to try to determine what attitudes and 
practices they were inculcating into beginning librarians. Similarly, 
approaches to the organization of material and the expectations made of 
catalogers have changed a great deal, in ways that deserve further 
exploration. The whole question of introduction of the teaching of 
media and automation has only received that most cursory attention 
here. These subjects and many more are all worthy of the attention of 
doctoral students and other researchers. It is indeed time that the trans- 
parency that textual materials have had in the literature of our profes- 
sion be reduced or perhaps even eliminated entirely. 
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ELIZABETH W. STONE 
AT THE FIRST WORLD CONFERENCE on Continuing Education for the 
Library and Information Science Professions held in August 1985, 
continuing library education (CLE) was advocated as an essential ele- 
ment of a librarian’s lifetime education. Yet fifteen years ago even the 
discussion of the term continuing education (CE) was thought unim- 
portant by many leaders in the field. And the idea of having a World 
CLE Conference would have been scoffed at and considered 
impossible-impossible because i t  would have been considered a topic 
of so little significance that very few, if any, would have attended. 
Actually holding such a conference (and securing financial support 
for it) is in itself a sign of the “growth” in importance of the concept of 
continuing education in the profession. But the growth has not come 
easily and the road has been-and still is-full of a series of starts, 
retreats, and hesitancies, of conflicts and compromises. Total accep- 
tance of the belief that CLE is an activity that must occur throughout a 
professional’s career is still some ways off. Highlighting some of the 
concepts and developments over the past one hundred years that have 
led us slowly toward this stance should help develop some guidelines to 
help in charting the future. 
Continuing library education,as used in this article, consists of all 
learning activities and efforts, formal and informal, by which individu- 
als seek to upgrade their knowledge, attitudes, competencies, and 
Elizabeth W. Stone is Professor Emeritus and former Dean, School of Library and 
Information Science, The Catholic University of America, Washington, D.C. 
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understanding in their special field of work (or role) in order to: 
(1)deliver quality performance in the work setting, and (2)enrich their 
library careers. 
Consider also the definition developed by six library/information 
leaders who founded the National Council on Quality Continuing 
Education for Library/Information/Media Personnel:’ 
Continuing education is a learning process which builds on and 
updates previously acquired knowledge, skills, and attitudes of the 
individual. Continuing education comes after the preparatory educa- 
tion necessary for involvement in or with information, library media 
services. I t  is usually self-initiated learning in which individuals 
assume responsibility for their own development and for fullfilling 
their need to learn. It is broader than staff development which is 
usually initiated by an organization for the growth of its own human 
resources. 
This more specific definition is helpful, as i t  makes clear that continu- 
ing education is a generic term which includes staff development as one 
element. It also indicates that CE is considered the basic responsibility 
of each professional. 
In reviewing the development of CLE i t  is important to recognize 
realistically its limitations as well as its strengths so that thinking about 
CLE is not plagued by conflicting and unrealistic objectives. One 
concept that particularly has created conflicting and unrealistic expec- 
tations is the one that teaching guarantees learning which in turn 
assures quality performance. CLE is a support system, not an absolute 
determinant of quality performance. To achieve the goal of quality 
performance requires commitment and action by the profession as a 
whole (as well as by the individual professional) in the development of 
essential criteria for quality, methods of measuring performance, and 
constant evaluation. Quality performance depends also on the profes- 
sion’s will to use the criteria developed, to assess minimum perfor- 
mance, to continuously evaluate, and finally, to take corrective actions 
where necessary. 
The Beginnings of Continuing Library Education 
In summarizing the growth of CLE i t  is necessary to realize, as 
stated by John Lorenz in 1964, that until recently little attention was 
given to its structure either with respect to society’s needs or the individ- 
ual practitioner’s. Only recently has CLE graduated from something 
“nice but peripheral” to something “urgent and central.”’ 
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Although the American Library Association (ALA) took no official 
initiatives in urging CLE efforts, a few early leaders saw its importance 
and made statements or recommendations about it. For example, at the 
1898 annual meeting of ALA, Melvil Dewey planned the program to 
feature two topics: professional training and home education (distance 
learning). During the discussions, Dewey spoke of the advantages of 
library institutes held at a regional level sopractitioners would not have 
to travel more than two or three hours and could be exposed to compe- 
tent leaders for a few days.3 He also spoke of the feasibility and value of 
correspondence study.4 
William Howard Brett, librarian of the Cleveland Public Library, 
suggested that the status of librarians would be raised if a certification 
process were required after formal professional training,5 and Dewey 
made a motion which was passed by the assembly, “that the executive 
board be requested to formulate a plan looking to a system of library 
examinations and credentials.”6 Accordingly, the Committee on 
Library Examinations and Credentials was appointed and asked to 
report the next year. It made no report in 1899, but asked to be 
c o n t i n ~ e d . ~  
Many of Dewey’s earlier recommendations were echoed by Charles 
C. Williamson in his landmark Carnegie Foundation survey of 1923 on 
library education.’ Williamson stated that there were no standards for 
library practice and declared a system for certification should be devel- 
oped to be administered by a national accreditation board. Two other 
areas in the Williamson report had also been addressed by Dewey: (1) the 
continuing education of professional librarians; and (2) correspondence 
instruction. Although Williamson devoted a chapter to each, they were 
given little attention by educators until the mid-1960s and beyond. 
Compared with other professions, librarianship has been slow to 
recognize the value of CE. For example, as early as 1906 the American 
Medical Association (AMA) was so concerned about the need for CE 
efforts that i t  commissioned J.C. McCormack to visit various states to 
stimulate interest in CE by practicing physicians.’ In 1932, a report of 
the Association of American Medical Colleges proposed that provisions 
should be made so that physicians could continue their education after 
graduation from medical school.” In 1962, a joint study committee of 
the AMA and seven other medical associations that was chaired by 
Bernard V. Dryer produced the classic report entitledLifetimeLearning 
for Physicians: Principles, Practices, Proposals based on the assump- 
tion that “the continuing education of physicians is one of the most 
important problems facing medical education today. ’J’ 
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For the number of practitioners reached regularly each year by CE, 
banking has an enviable record. Under the direction of the American 
Institute of Banking (AIB), an active CE program has been in existence 
for over eighty-five years. Currently it involves some 250,000 bankers 
nationwide; and AIB prides itself that every community in the land, 
regardless of size or density, has some AIB study group.’2 A review of 
major developments in CE in other professions can be found in the 1974 
study, Continuing Library Education Viewed in Relation to Other 
Continuing Education Movements, which included suggestions for the 
development of a profession-wide program for librarian~hip.’~ 
By contrast, Ralph Munn, director of the Pittsburgh Public Library 
and one of the acknowledged leaders in the library profession of his day, 
stated as late as 1936 that “except for the director and about six depart- 
ment heads and specialists, I believe the Pittsburgh staff does not need 
more bibliographical or technical training than is now given in one- 
year library school^."'^ Commenting on this statement, Jesse Shera15 
wrote in 1972: 
Obviously Munn did not see the accelerated rate of change that, even 
at the time he wrote, was beginning to be manifest, nor did he 
envisage the role that the librarian of a large and important metropol- 
itan public library might play in the communication system in socie- 
ty....The obvious fact remains that, except for a very few people ...the 
need for anything beyond the first professional degree was not widely 
recognized until very recent years, and even today this need has been 
poorly articulated. 
The profession’s responsibility for continuing education was 
brought sharply into focus in 1965 by Samuel Rothstein in his Library 
Journal article “Nobody’s Baby: A Brief Sermon on Continuing Profes- 
sional Education,” in which he made a plea for the baby’s adoption. He 
nominated ALA for the office of parent and urged it, in keeping with the 
functions of other professional organizations, to “move to establish 
offices for continuing professional education with paid secretariat and 
field workers.”16 He envisioned this office serving as a coordinating 
agent and resource and development center. ALA did not accept the 
invitation then, nor has it yet, in spite of the efforts of scores of dedicated 
practitioners who support this objective and official directives to this 
effect passed by the ALA Council. 
Awakening to the realization that librarians’ roles as professionals 
were insufficiently sustained by preservice education, plus an occa- 
sional trip to an annual meeting or a regional conference, plus scanning 
the journals, ALA invited the renowned adult educator Cyril Houle of 
the University of Chicago to address its 1967 midwinter meeting. Houle 
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emphasized the central role that the professional association should 
assume in CE:" 
The professional association crowns all other efforts at continuing 
education and bears the chief collective responsibility for it. A mani-
fest function of every professional association is the continuing edu- 
cation of its membership; indeed scarcely any other function has a 
longer tradition than this one. It is, moreover, undertaken not merely 
by a few people working at a separate task but by the whole body of 
people engaged in the affairs of the association. 
In explaining how an association fosters a learning community, Houle 
listed four areas where practitioners need the professional association's 
support: (1) to keep up with the new knowledge related to the profes- 
sion; (2) to establish mastery of the new conception of their profession; 
(3)to continue study of the basic disciplines which support the profes- 
sion; and (4) to grow as persons as well as professionals." 
In 1968, A Study of Factors Related to the Professional Develop- 
ment of Librarians analyzed the relation of motivation to professional 
growth. The results indicated that the reasons for librarians engaging in 
CE activities are different from and not merely opposite to the reasons 
for their nonparticipation. Most important motivation factors were CE 
opportunities that were directly related to the librarian's job responsi- 
bilities. Attending CE courses that were directly related to job content 
tended to give participants a feeling of growth in job competence. The 
major motivators for participation were (1) quality of professional 
improvement activity, (2) chance to be exposed to new and creative 
ideas, and (3) the opportunity to use new knowledge on the job.lg 
Deterring forces were primarily associated with extrinsic conditions- 
chiefly inconvenience of location and lack of time.20 Respondents in the 
1968 motivation study listed 879 suggestions for CLE directed to seven 
relevant groups. The consensus was that CE should be a shared respon- 
sibility in the profession.21 The overwhelming number of suggestions 
for action implied a strong concern in favor of strengthening CLE. 
Library School Initiatives in the 1960s 
Realizing that the profession insisted that graduate library schools 
had responsibilities for both currently enrolled students and for their 
alumni-for keeping up with the exponential growth of information as 
well as applying new technologies to librarianship and preparing spe- 
cialists in a wide array of fields-library school educators sought ways to 
confront the dilemma. Some educators favored reducing emphasis on 
fundamentals at the master's level and offering more specialty-oriented 
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information science courses: some schools chose this route, others 
recommended instituting formalized programs beyond the master’s 
degree-something between the master’s and the Ph.D. degree. 
In 1965, Raynard Swank22 proposed a sixth-year post-master’s 
certificate program as one way to meet the demand for specialization: 
With all the new content and roles of librarianship that confound us 
in these times, we need to pay more attention than ever to the nature, 
scope, and purpose of the general curriculum, wherein lies the unity 
of the profession. At the same time, we must intensify our specialized 
curricula, wherein lies the diversity of the profession. We cannot win 
by slighting either and wecannot succeed at both within the fifth year. 
Therefore, let us get on with both the reorganization of the general 
curriculum in the fifth year and the extension of specialized curricula 
into the sixth year. 
In 1967168, Floyd N. Fryden studied eleven of the twelve accredited 
schools then offering the post-master’s programs and found that they 
served three purposes: (1) to help practicing librarians improve their 
performance, (2) to help practicing librarians advance their careers, and 
(3)  to prepare persons to teach, chiefly at the undergraduate levels.23 In 
March 1985, thirty-nine of the fifty-nine ALA-accredited U.S. schools 
(66 percent) offered a post-master’s certificate program.24 
In 1968, J .  Periam Danton carried out a study to supplement 
Fryden’s. Danton found great differences in the programs and said that 
the programs were tailored to students’ individual needs. One pattern 
Danton observed, however, was that more than one-third of the pro- 
grams emphasized information science and a ~ t o m a t i o n . ~ ~  
In 1969, a study conducted at The Catholic University of America 
concluded that a need exists for a post-master’s program to upgrade the 
performance of professional librarians. It was recommended that such a 
program should (1) be interdisciplinary in nature, (2) use a systems 
approach in planning and implementation, (3) be based in a library 
school, (4) be related to identified on-the-job needs, (5) use multimedia 
instructional techniques, (6) take into account motivational factors, and 
(7) be offered on a part-time basis if large numbers of participants were 
to be attracted to this type of CE delivery system. The highest priorities 
respondents identified for courses were (1) library management, 
(2) library automation, and (3) specialized library services.26 
The Development of Continuing Library Education: 1970 Onward 
In ALA’s June 1970 policy statement, “Manpower: A Statement of 
Policy Adopted by the Council of the American Library Association,” 
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Lester Asheim gave strong support to CE for the profession. The last 
three of thirty-three policy statements in the document refer to CE:27 
31. 	Continuing education is essential for all library personnel, 

professional and supportive, whether they remain within a po- 

sition category or are preparing to move into a higher one. Contin- 

uing education opportunities include both formal and informal 

learning situations, and need not be limited to library subjects or 

the offerings of library schools. 

32. The  “continuing education” which leads to eligibility for Senior 

Librarian or Specialist positions may take any of the forms suggest- 

ed directly above so long as the additional education and experience 

are relevant to the responsibilities of the assignment. 

33. 	Library administrators must accept responsibility for providing sup- 

port and opportunities (in the form of leaves, sabbaticals, and re- 

leased time) for the continuing education of their staffs. 

These statements represent a major breakthrough for the cause of CE in 
the profession, but they are still goals toward which the profession can 
strive. 
Also in 1970, a CE position statement was made by ALA’s Activities 
Committee on New Directions. This document stated that “commit- 
ment to the continuing education of the profession must be made by the 
individual librarian, by the managers of libraries, and by the profes- 
sional association-especially the ALA.” The document called for cen- 
tralization of CLE activities at ALA and enumerated ways ALA could 
contribute to the professional growth of its members, especially in the 
area of management training.% 
Important contributions in management training and CE were 
made by the Staff Development Committee, Personnel Administration 
Section, Library Administration Division (LAD; now LAMA) of ALA. 
For the first time an all-day workshop on CLE wash eld at the 1970 ALA 
annual conference, and the workshop papers were p~blished.~’ In July 
1971, the ALA Staff Development Committee produced an issue of 
Library Trends on “Personnel Development and Continuing Educa- 
tion in Librarie~.”~’ 
Concurrently, Allie Beth Martin and library leaders in the South- 
west identified CE as the highest priority in a list of eleven nationwide 
needs. Continuing Education for Library Staffs (CELS) in the South- 
west was developed and funded initially by the Council of Library 
Resources (CLR) as part of thesouthwestern Library Interstate Cooper- 
ative Endeavor (SLICE).31 In her landmark study of 1972,A Strategy for 
Public Library Change, Allie Beth Martin cited CE as one of the highest 
priorities for action:32 
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There is an  urgent need for concentration on training and retraining 
of the practitioners-those presently performing and those who will 
follow-to enable them to know how to establish goals for individual 
libraries, how to develop libraries which will continually change 
with society and perform efficiently .in the community. 
In this study, Martin eloquently presented the view that opportuni- 
ties have never been more promising for libraries-that a renascence in 
libraries is on the threshold. Martin believed that CE was a major force 
favoring such a renascence. Continuing education for whom? She felt 
that “broadest possible inclusion should be the goal ....Continuing edu- 
cation should be available to all at whatever level of employment. 
Formal recognition in the form of certificates or other awards would be 
desirable.”33 
The Contribution of AALS to the Growth of CLE 
During the early 1970s, the Association of American Library 
Schools (AALS, now the Association for Library and Information 
Science Education-ALISE) took a number of initiatives in CLE. In 
1971, AALS President Margaret Monroe stated her belief that library 
schools had a unique contribution to make to CLE for three reasons: 
(1) the schools emphasized theory, which enabled better understanding 
of problems and the probability of arriving at better solutions to them 
than experience alone might permit; (2) the schools had sustained 
attention on problems of practice long enough to view them from all 
angles; and (3) the schools afforded deeper insights from concepts of 
other disciplines and professions.% 
Accordingly, Monroe appointed an ad hoc study committee to 
investigate the role of AALS in CLE.35 The committee presented its 
report at the AALS Annual meeting in Chicago in January 1972. The 
AALS board’s adoption of the report was based on four key assump- 
tions: (1) that CLE was one of the most important problems in library 
education, (2) that there was a need for coordination andexpandedpro- 
gramming, (3) that library schools have a CE obligation to their gradu- 
ates, and (4) that there was a necessity for coordinated nationwide 
planning for CE among relevant groups.36 
As adopted, the report outlined specific recommendations for 
implementation “inside” AALS and “outside” AALS. It remained as 
the association’s policy on CLE until June 1981, when theorganization 
approved a revised statement. The 1981 document is designed as a guide 
to interpreting ALISE’s role to provide leadership that encourages 
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library, media, information programs to offer basic professional educa- 
tion and active CE programs in their fields. 
Pleased with the accomplishments of its ad hoc CE committee, the 
AALS board in 1972 converted it into a standing committee on CLE.37 
The standing committee carried out a wide range of activities including: 
(1) development of a CLE network of representatives appointed from 
the AALS schools, other professional associations, and state library 
agencies; (2) holding a workshop describing the CE programs of five 
other professions (architecture, banking, education, engineering, and 
the ministry);38 (3) conducting two CLE surveys (one of library associa- 
tions and one of library schools);39 (4) trying, albeit unsuccessfully, to 
get a profession-wide position paper on CE adopted;40 and ( 5 )initiating 
a successful proposal in answer to an RFP (Request for Proposal) from 
the National Commission on Library and Information Science 
(NCLIS) for a nationwide survey of CLE. Regional hearings NCLIS 
conducted in 1972 found a severe lack of availability of CE opportuni- 
ties for the development and maintenance of competencies needed to 
deliver quality library services to the nation. 
The Continuing Library Education Network and Exchange 
The NCLIS-sponsored survey, carried out at The Catholic Univer- 
sity of America by Elizabeth W. Stone, Ruth J. Patrick, and Barbara 
Conroy, found that no central mechanism existed for providing infor- 
mation on CE programs; that CE programs at state and regional levels 
were uncoordinated; that no assessment of CE needs had been made 
with a resulting coordinated plan of action for meeting these needs; and 
that planners and trainers themselves frequently needed additional 
training.41 
A new organization, the Continuing Library Education Network 
and Exchange (CLENE) was the basic recommendation of the nine- 
month NCLIS study on CLE. The  final report suggested starting points 
in the ongoing process of developing a highly diversified nationwide 
program of CE for library and information science personnel at all 
levels of sophistication and need. CLENE was officially founded during 
ALA's 1975 annual meeting. 
Based on a philosophy of lifelong, self-directed learning, the basic 
missions of CLENE were:42 
1. To provide equal access to continuing education opportuni- 
ties, available in sufficient quantity and quality over a substantial 
period of time to ensure library and information science personnel 
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and organizations the competency to deliver quality library and infor- 
mation services to all. 
2. To create an awareness and a sense of need for continuing 
education of library personnel on the part of employers and individu- 
als as a means of responding to societal and technological change. 
CLENE’s activities focused in four major program areas: (1) needs 
assessment, (2) information acquisition, (3)  product development, and 
(4) communications and delivery.43 CLENE’s programs were those that 
had been identified as priorities in the 1974 NCLIS study. They 
included: periodic directories of CLE 0pportunities;4~ periodic directo- 
ries of human resources available in the field of CLE;45 the C L E N E x -
change, a quarterly newsletter on CE activities both inside and outside 
the profession; publication of concept papers and annotated bibliogra- 
phies dealing with major issues in CE; monthly updates of current 
programs published as the Continuing Education Communicator; 
semiannual assemblies of the membership followed in the first years by 
publication of their proceeding^;^^ and development of funding propos- 
als for carrying out programs and research relative to priority CE needs 
in the profession. 
CLENE’s fund raising activities produced U.S.Office of Education 
Title II-B grants in 1976, 1978, and 1979 for three one-year institutes to 
train state library agency personnel in implementing and strengthenin 
statewide systems of CE for library/information/media personnel.45 
Grants were also received for the development of a model recognition 
system for CLE,& for the development of a home-study C O U ~ S ~ , ~ ~guide-
lines for home-study course development,60 and for the Criteria for 
Quality for CLE programs.51 
After nine years as an independent national organization, CLENE 
was transformed-on petition by vote of the ALA Council at its 1984 
Midwinter meeting-to the Continuing Library Education Network 
and Exchange Round Table (CLENE RT). It was hoped that the staff 
services provided by ALA would lead to increased membership. (Top 
membership of CLENE as a separate entity was 653.) To others, the 
move was important because i t  indicated that ALA was taking a more 
vital interest in CLE as a major association goal than they had perceived 
in the past. 
The objectives of CLENE RT, as stated in the A L A  Handbook of 
Organization 1985/1986,52are: 
1 .  To provide a forum for the exchange of ideas and concerns 
among library and information personnel responsible for continuing 
library education, training, and staff development. 
2. To provide learning activities and material to maintain the 
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competencies of those who provide continuing library education. 
3. To provide a force for initiating and supporting programs to 
increase the availability of quality continuing library education. 
4. To create an awareness of, and sense of need for, continuing 
library education on the part of employees and employers. 
Role of State Library Agencies 
The 1970 Standards for Library Functions at the State Level state 
that “the state library agency should promote and provide a program of 
continuin education for library personnel at all levels, as well as for 
trustees.”’ These standards suggest that CE goals may be attained 
through cooperation with library schools and professional associations, 
and by sponsoring meetings and workshops. 
In the early 1970s there were a number of regional organizations 
supporting CLE. Examples include the Continuing Education for 
Library Staffs in the Southwest Project of the southwestern Library 
Association; the Western Council on CE for Library Personnel under 
the umbrella of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Educa- 
tion (WICHE); the New England Library Association, with its “Out- 
reach Network” approach; the Pacific Northwest Library Association, 
which recognized CE as its central responsibility; and the six Midwest- 
ern states that formed a committee on CE to identify resources and 
research needed for CLE programs. 
The NCLIS-sponsored CE survey cited eight reasons why states are 
a major factor in building a strong nationwide continuing CLE sys- 
tem.54 Affirming the key role of the states in providing library and 
information services to all Americans, NCLIS requested the U.S.Office 
of Education to strengthen state library agencies by providing them 
with leadership training.& Accepting this challenge, the Office of 
Libraries and Learning Resources of the U.S.Department of Education 
granted Title II-B funding for three institutes-each of them one year in 
length-to be carried out by CLENE. Each had a common goal-to 
facilitate work of state library agencies in implementing statewide 
systems for CLE, including coordinating existing CE resources. A com- 
mon objective of these three institutes was to develop a written plan for a 
statewide system of CLE.= 
As a result of these three institutes-in which forty-one states and 
Guam participated-there is evidence that state library agencies have 
played an increasingly central role in the development of CLE. In his 
“Introduction” to the Library Trends issue entitled “State Library 
Development Agencies,” editor John A. McCrossan ~ t a t e s 5 ~  
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Many state library agencies are now calling library leaders together to 
plan coordinated, statewide continuing education programs for all 
types of librarians. This work is the direct result of planning for 
statewide continuing education programs which was sponsored by 
the Continuing Library Education Network and Exchange 
(CLENE). 
Writing on “The Role of State Library Agencies in Continuing Educa- 
tion’’ in this Library Trends issue, Nettie B. Taylor, chief officer of the 
Maryland State Library Agency, noted that CLENE activity had been 
instrumental in providing “the impetus for renewed continuing educa- 
tion at the state The total impact and influence of the three 
institutes reinforced the original hypothesis on which CLENE planned 
the first institute, namely that the leadership of state library agencies is a 
crucial factor in the improvement of CLE for the profession. 
In 1985 a promising cooperative venture between states that devel- 
oped was the Intermountain Community Learning and Information 
Services (ICLIS). It was being planned by land-grant universities, state 
librarians, and rural community libraries. Its comprehensive plan uses 
the existing network of rural community libraries as delivery sites for 
improved informational, educational, and learning services combined 
with using modern telecommunications for multistate networking of 
services to rural residents. When implemented, the network will provide 
access to educational programs, courses, and independent learning 
materials not currently available to rural Americans. In 1986 the Kel- 
logg Foundation funded ICLIS for over $4 million. The network 
includes states-Colorado, Utah, Montana, and Wyoming.59 
Role of the Federal Government 
The federal government has played a significant role in advancing 
CLE. A number of acts of Congress have provided formal and informal 
CLE programs. The first major support came in the form of the Library 
Services Act of 1956 (LSA, now Library Services and Construction Act, 
LSCA) which-although chiefly designed for the improvement of rural 
library services-made provision in its Title I for scholarship aid for 
public librarians. With the extension and expansion of this act, the 
states have been able to use Title I funds for a variety of CLE efforts. By 
1985 the types of CLE courses funded by LSCA included 
seminars/workshops/short courses offered by multitype library systems 
or by library systems. Course emphases included technology for 
libraries, training personnel who are serving American natives, training 
personnel in rural areas with a high concentration of disadvantaged, 
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and courses on services to the disabled. At the state level and in some 
metropolitan libraries some LSCA funds are being used to improve 
planning and evaluation of library programs. 
Title II-B of the Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965 has been the 
primary vehicle for federal support for CLE. The library training insti- 
tute program of Title II-B of HEA-first enacted and implemented in 
1968-provided both short- and long-term training and retraining 
opportunities. Over 16,000 librarians were trained or retrained under 
the program through 426 institutes between 1968 and 1980 when appro- 
priations ended. CLE constituted the bulk of institute activities, with 
over 15,000 librarians being reeducated on skills and techniques of 
library and information service. 
During the first five years of the program (1968-1972), two-thirdsof 
the institutes (258 serving 9000 trainees) dealt with the improvement of 
school library media services, with the balance in public and academic 
areas. The last five years of the program (1976-1980), with funding 
drastically reduced, focused on retraining all types of librarians in 
service to minority groups and the economically and/or educationally 
disadvantaged. About 3500 librarians were retrained during this period 
through 107 institutes. 
The basic distinction between the first five years and the last five 
years is that the first five years concentrated on the improvement of 
management and supervisory skills as well as specialty areas (e.g., 
children’s services, young adult services, map librarianship), and the 
last five years concentrated on services to minority groups and provid- 
ing programs in educational problem areas (e.g., literacy, the institu- 
tionalized, handicapped, social interaction) with recruitment priorities 
to minorities themselves. 60 
An overview of the first four years of the HEA Title II-B Fellowship 
Program was published by Engin Holmstrom and Elaine El-Khawas in 
1971. It was concluded that: “The Title II-B program seems to have 
contributed to an improvement in the quality of students recruited into 
library programs ....The Title II-B program also seems to have had the 
effect of strengthening institutional programs of instruction and 
improving the quality of library education.”61 A historical review of the 
HEA Title II-B fellowships from the inception of the program in 1965 
until 1982 was written by Mildred Lowe for the Department of Educa- 
tion in 1985.62 Since the inception of the HEA Title II-B funding 
program, 232 post-master’s fellowships have been awarded for CLE.63 
Other pieces of legislation which have financed CE include: the 
National Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA) that provided insti- 
tutes for training school librarians through its Title I1 funds; the Ele- 
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mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) that expanded 
NDEA funding initiatives with Title I1 ESEA funds; the Vocational 
Education Art, 1963; the Economic Opportunity Act, 1965; the Educa- 
tion Professions Development Act, 1967; and the Medical Library and 
Assistance Act, 1966. 
These programs illustrate a few of the ways that the federal govern- 
ment has helped the profession to improve CE and, in turn, these 
programs helped upgrade library service quality. Recent fund cutbacks 
for library-related programming have caused concern throughout the 
profession. 
Role of the Professional Associations 
One of the basic obligations for a professional association is to 
provide growth opportunities for membership, including CE. Starting 
in the mid-l960s, there was a tremendous increase in CE activities 
sponsored by professional associations. A survey of major CE programs 
u p  to 1978 is presented in volume 8 of Advances in Librarianshi@.64 
Only a few examples of CE programs will be given here to indicate 
CLE’s growth and importance. 
American Library Association. Although many ALA units are 
involved in  CE, it has never been considered or recognized as the 
“crowning jewel” of the association or a top priority. Rather, a lack of 
coordination and lack of focus have existed. A number of attempts to 
increase the stature of CE in ALA have been made, however, starting in 
the late 1970s. In June 1979, the ALA Council adopted a policy state- 
ment on CE which declares that ALA accepts responsibility for the 
promotion of C E : ~  
The aim of the Association in this area is to develop a planned
program for ensuring that the knowledge, skills and attitudes of 
persons involved with library service are adequate to meet the chal-
lenges of social change, provide leadership for the constant improve- 
ment of library theory and practice, and to fulfill individual 
aspirations for growth. 
With this directive as an impetus, ALA sponsored a first of its kind 
Policy Development Forum on  CLE in December 1979. Two of the 
major outcomes of this forum attended by approximately sixty individ- 
uals were: (1) the development of twelve objectivesof CE to be presented 
to the various administrative bodies of the association for approval; and 
(2) a resolution to be presented to ALA council for approval of a 
national long-range plan for CE, including a request for a full-time 
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professional position dedicated to CE, and appropriate support facili- 
ties at ALA headquarters.66 
Another encouraging development was ALA Council’s adoption of 
a resolution at the 1980 Midwinter meeting which read in part: “That 
ALA begin immmediately to design, develop, communicate, imple- 
ment, and continuously evaluate a national comprehensive long-range 
plan for continuing education to improve the quality of library ser- 
,,67vice.... In response to this directive, ALA staff wrote a three-year 
development plan for a Continuing Education Center.68 By mid-1985, 
however, no steps had been taken toward implementation. Even so, the 
fact that these resolutions were set forth in detail and approved repre- 
sented an advance in raising the value of CE in the perception of ALA 
Council members. 
A recent development of particular interest is the section of the 
strategic plan of the Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL) that includes these CE objectives: “( 1) develop and coordinate 
CE offerings into an integrated ‘curriculum’ of presentations at progres- 
sive grade levels; (2) seek out and relate ACRL CE programs to useful 
parallel offerings by other agencies; (3)develop CE packages for multi- 
ple modes of delivery (e.g., mail, televised, individual or group use, CAI, 
etc.). 
Association of Research Libraries (ARL).An association that has 
been particularly concerned with CLE is ARL. Its Office of Manage-
ment Studies (OMS), directed since its founding in 1970 by Duane 
Webster, has recognized that library staff members require frequent 
retraining because of changing client demands, budget trends, and the 
multiplication of automated systems that have increased the threat of 
obsolescence of formal training. Consequently, OMS designed and 
implemented an array of management skills institutes, special focus 
workshops, and a management training film program. Its management 
skills institutes have provided more than 1200 persons across the nation 
with training to improve their performance as academic librarians7’ 
Webster believes that the role of OMS is to help research library 
managers prepare for a vague and highly demanding future. Accord- 
ingly, during its first fifteen years, the OMS has designed a series of 
self-study techniques aimed at analyzing and strengthening library 
programs in management, collections, preservation, and services. These 
techniques are change strategies aimed at involving the affected com- 
munity in problem-solving efforts and planning that will shape the 
future of research librarie~.’~ 
American Society for Information Science. The American Society 
for Information Science (ASIS) Special Interest Group on Education 
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(SIG/ED) has provided leadership in CE through surveys, preconfer- 
ence workshops, newsletters, and CE-related publications. For exam- 
ple, the survey conducted by SIG/ED Chair Rowena Swanson in 1975 
investigated the CE needs of ASIS members. Respondents cited prefer- 
ences for tutorials, institutes, and workshops. The most frequently 
mentioned needs were: management, technologies (including comput- 
ers), information systems, and information retrieval. 72 In 1975, Gerald 
J. Sophar, chair of the ASIS Committee on Long-Range Planning, 
identified continuing education as one of the seven priorities with 
which the society should be concerned.73 
Medical Library Association. The Medical Library Association 
(MLA) initiated its CE efforts in 1957 with national seminars. The first 
committee on CE was appointed in 196274 and by the mid-1970s MLA 
had a national program directed by full-time Director of Medical 
Library Education, Julie Virgo. MLA took the lead in advocating 
certification for librarians and developed a certification system, includ- 
ing publication of an “Examination Booklet” in December 1977. 
CE activity in the mid-1980s is concentrated on generating new 
concepts of the role of libraries in the management of information 
science and describing alternatives for the development of professional 
competency through its current strategic planning effort. The ad hoc 
Committee on Professional Development has taken the lead in prepar- 
ing guidelines for professional development, recognition, and materials 
designed for use in the approval of non-MLA-sponsored CE activities. 
The aim of this committee is to build a new curriculum which will 
combine academic and intellectual vigor with the authenticity of life 
experience and professional needs. A proposed three-part series will 
include: (1) foundations, designed as a support system for those prepar- 
ing to qualify for the MLA Certificate Examination; (2) dimensions of 
current practice; and (3) new perspectives, designed to keep members 
abreast of technological trends and explore future roles of librarian^.^^ 
In 1984, MLA announced plans for a winter institute on continuing 
professional education, combining seminars with evening plenary ses- 
sions in an intensive three-day program, including sessions on market- 
ing strategies, executive communications, decision analysis, library 
planning, and human resource management. 
Special Libraries Association. During the 8th Annual Special 
Libraries Association (SLA) Conference in 1968, a CE general planning 
session was sponsored by Margaret Sloane, chair of the Education 
Committee.76 Since that time the SLA Education Committee has spon- 
sored CE courses during its annual conferences. The SLA meeting in 
June 1984 identified CE as the number-one priority of SLA. The SLA 
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Professional Development Committee was directed to prepare a policy 
statement on CE. 
Evidence of the increasing importance of CE to special librarians 
was the fact that 1200 registered for twenty-seven CE courses at the 
annual 1984 meeting-a record enrollment for its professional develop- 
ment opportunities. Also at that meeting, the first graduates of the 
Middle Management Institute (MMI) series completed their courses and 
were given certificates. MMI was founded in 1982 to provide formal 
management training to special librarians and information specialists 
moving to supervisory and management positions.77 
The preceding paragraphs indicate what a few of the larger of the 
two dozen or more library and information science professional associa- 
tions have done or are doing in CE activities and programming. It needs 
to be remembered that participation in association activities is in itself a 
CE learning experience for members by giving them opportunities to 
work on committees, to solve problems, and to be instructed through 
publications and meetings, and by providing a democratic structure in 
which potential leadership qualities can be developed in a way not often 
possible in work settings. Today a major need is for national specialized 
associations to develop and disseminate appropriate performance crite- 
ria related to their specialties and to prepare educationally effective 
learning materials and evaluation methods. 
Role of Academic Institutions 
Because academic institutions are specialists in preparing practi- 
tioners for the profession, they are the gatekeepers for those entering, 
and these institutions set the standards for the quality and dimensions of 
student performance. Academic institutions must therefore occupy a 
central place in CE. During the 1970s there was increased interest 
among graduate library educators in the development of CE. In October 
1978, 56 percent of the fifty-seven ALA-accredited library schools in the 
United States offered post-master's specialist or certificate programs; 
this compared with 66 percent in 1985." Only one library school 
(Columbia University) offered such a program in 1961. 
In the Association of American Library SchoolsLibrary Education 
Statistical Report: 2982 (State College, Pa.: AALS),Timothy W. Sineath 
reported that during 1980/81, 100 percent the then sixty-nine library 
schools holding institutional membership in AALS offered a total of 
624 activities. These figures for 1980/81 represented a 19.5 percent 
increase in the offerings available between 1979180; an increase of 21 
percent in the number of hours of instruction, and an increase of 10 
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percent in total enrollment. He found that schools used the workshop 
format most often-27 percent of the total offerings. Dataalso indicated 
that most schools use their campus facilities for CE instruction though 
three schools indicated they used other modes of delivery including 
educational telephone networks (Wisconsin-Madison), videotape (Ariz- 
ona), and home study (Catholic).” 
But to make an impact on the quality of performance on a continu- 
ing basis, more is needed from the professional schools than just 
increased numbers of courses, workshops, institutes, and certificate 
programs. If a library school were to choose the single most important 
role for it to play in CE, a strong case could be made for stimulating an 
excitement and commitment to lifelong learning. Additional considera- 
tions that merit attention are: 
1. Undertake serious efforts to decrease the historic low priority for 
CLE compared to other library school missions. 
2. Now that the King stud$’ has identified the competencies needed for 
quality service, it is necessary to provide the training for them and 
develop performance assessment experiences for these competencies. 
3. Change academic values and reward systems so that teaching in CLE 
programs will have value in advancing faculty careers. 
4. 	Make a routine part of the education process the importance of the 
criteria for quality CE, self-assessment, peer review of performance, 
and correction of deficiencies. 
5 .  	Keep in close touch with alumni and their changing needs in the 
work environment through computerized records and develop 
opportunities for alumni who wish to develop new career patterns. 
6. Take advice from the scores of surveys that have been made and apply 
experience and advice from their findings. For example, in CLE 
programs, incorporate active learning opportunities, use new media 
and technologies; perfect alternate delivery systems; use the knowl- 
edge about the ways adults learn in developing programs, such as 
distance learning, teleconferencing, tutorials; develop programs 
based on the needs of those who wish to learn-not on what the 
institution may want to teach. 
In summary, the library school, its dean, and faculty should constantly 
keep in mind the philosophy stated by William McGloughlin: “The 
[professional] school must judge itself and be judged on its influence 
over the full careers of its graduates. Nothing less than endless growth 
can be considered success. ”” 
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research community seem to agree with Altman’s admonition suggests 
to me that i t  has deliberately committed a collective act of intellectual 
imp~verishment.’~ 
Paradigm Lost: Social Scientists and the Rejection of Positivism 
The timing of the emergent intellectual isolation was particularly 
unfortunate, for i t  was in the sixties that social scientists began to revise 
their conception of the nature and role of research. At this point, a brief 
discussion of the intellectual trajectory that led to the widespread rejec- 
tion of positivism by social scientists would appear to be in order. 
Richard Bernstein notes that in the early 1960s, just at the moment 
“when there was a widely shared self-confidence among mainstream 
social scientists that their disciplines had finally been placed upon the 
firm empirical foundation where we could expect the steady progressive 
growth of scientific knowledge of society-troubling issues broke 
out.”16 These issues led to a prolonged controversy that still rages 
through the social sciences. 
Particularly troubling to social scientists, especially in light of the 
publication of T.S. Kuhn’s highly influential The Structure of Scien-
tific Reuolutions (1962, rev. ed. 1970), was the evidence suggesting that 
the social sciences had been incapable of generating a “paradigm” 
which could govern research such as that found in the sciences. While 
many social scientists misread Kuhn and attempted to use his concept of 
the paradigm to prove that their respective social sciences were indeed 
sciences (or near sciences), it became all too clear that no single para- 
digm in the social sciences could boast the alle iance of even a minority 
of the social scientists at work in the country.’‘Equally distressing was 
the awareness that the only paradigm candidate to even come close- 
structural functionalism-was generally deemed flawed beyond 
repair.” 
How could the social sciences qualify as sciences if they could not 
generate paradigms that would govern “normal science” similar to that 
in the natural sciences? And how long could social scientists, after the 
expenditure of countless hours, continue to insist that the problem lay 
in the relative immaturity of the social sciences? Ever larger numbers of 
scholars began to insist that the problem was much more serious than 
the “relative immaturity” thesis would suggest. 
Equally disconcerting was the vigorous and ultimately successful 
attack on the idea that the social sciences could emulate the wertfrei 
methods of investigation that prevailed in the sciences generally. This 
attack converged on positivism from a number of directions. First there 
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funding that the Department of Education gave for CE projects and 
programs in the 1970s; in the number and quality of statewide plans for 
CE; in the number of leaders who have made the special focus of their 
careers CLE and who have served as role models for others; in the 
number of books, articles, and concept papers on CLE that have been 
produced and used; in research in such areas as motivation for CE, needs 
assessment, staff development, and identification of competencies; in 
the development of “Criteria for Quality” for the evaluation of CLE and 
the establishment of the National Council on Quality CLE to monitor 
the approval of CE providers; and in sharing CE concepts with col- 
leagues around the world-as demonstrated by the August 1985 World 
Conference on CLE. The conference had participants from thirty-one 
nations and thirty-one states and a total attendance of 150. 
For an optimal future for CLE, however, something more is 
needed-e.g., a conceptual blueprint and action plan in the form of 
specific objectives and working policies for the future, such as the 
following: 
1. The most visible and universal characteristic in all professions is 
change. Therefore, it is not possible to think of professional educa- 
tion as being terminated at any time during one’s career. 
2. 	CE should be considered as part of an entire process of learning that 
continues throughout the lifespan. 
3. 	The primary responsibility for learning should rest on the 
individual. 
4. The profession should support its members by: (a) fostering a zest for 
growing in a “learning community”; (b) helping members learn 
how to learn through formal training, personal examples, and provi- 
sion of many alternative systems of CE designed at a time, place, and 
pace to meet different learning styles. 
5. The quality of CLE can be strengthened through leadership, under- 
standing the profession, and the use of criteria of achievable best 
practice in the areas of: desirable outcomes, education process, and 
program administration. 
6. Appropriate applications of learning theory and adult learning prin- 
ciples should be used to enhance the quality of CE. 
7. 	The methods of CE should be planned and conducted using three 
modes of education: inquiry, instruction, and performance. 
8. Recognized management concepts should be used to strengthen CE 
quality. 
9. 	Professions should collaborate on theplanningand provision of CE. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 508 
Growth of Continuing Education 
10. 	CE should be perceived as not an end in itself, but as a means to an 
end-i.e., quality service to the public. 
Whose responsibility is it to move forward toward the optimal future for 
CE in the profession? Houle answers in this manner? 
The facilitators, the innovators, and the pacesetters will need to take 
the initiative, but the ultimate answer to the question is: All people 
who are concerned with the maintenance and improvement of profes-
sions and professionalization, in whatever the setting in which they 
work....Some people will do a great deal to advance such learning, 
and others will do littleor nothing. But everybody has an opportunity 
to help, even if it is only to set a personal example. 
References 
1. National Council on Quality Continuing Education for Information, Library, 
and Media Personnel. A Program for Quality in Continuing Education for Information, 
Library, and Media Personnel, Policy Statement and Criteria for Quality, vol. 1. Washing- 
ton, D.C.: Continuing Library Education Network and Exchange, 1980, p. 1. 
2. Lorenz, John G. “The Challenge of Change.” PNLA Quarterly 29(0ct. 1964):13. 
3. Dewey, Melvil. “Library Institutes on the Plan of Teachers’ Institutes.” Library 
Journal 23(Aug. 1898):131. 
4. . “Library Instruction by Correspondence, or Through Extension 
Teaching.” Library Journal 23(Aug. 1898):131. 
5. Brett, William H. “Library Examinations and Credentials.” Library Journal 
23(Aug. 1898): 136-37. 
6. Dewey, Melvil. “Library Examinations and Credentials.” Library Journal 
23(Aug. 1898):137. 
7. Lane, William C. “Committee on Library Examinations and Credentials.’’ 
Library Journal 24(July 1899):134. 
8. Williamson, Charles C. Training for Library Seruice: A Report Prepared for the 
Carnegie Corporation of New York. Boston: D.B. Updike, 1923. 
9. Richards, Robert K. Continuing Medical Education: Perspectives, Problems, 
Prognosis. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1978, p. 24. 
10. Commission on Medical Education. “Final Report, 1932.” In Richards, Contin-
uing Medical Education, p. 29. 
11. Dryer, Bernard V. “Lifetime Learning for Physicians: Principles, Practices, 
Proposals” (Report from the Joint Study Committee in Continuing Medical Education). 
Journal of Medical Education 37(June 1962):22, supp., pt. 2. 
12. Cavalier, Robert P. “ContinuingEducation in Professional Associations: Ameri- 
can Institute of Banking.” In Continuing Library Education as Viewed in Relation to 
Other Continuing Professional Education Movements, edited by Elizabeth W. Stone, p. 
83. Washington, D.C.: ASIS, 1974. 
13. Stone, Elizabeth W. Continuing Library Education as Viewed in Relation to 
Other Continuing Professional Education Movements. Washington, D.C.: ASIS, 1974, 
pp. 93-105. 
14. Munn, Ralph. Conditions and Trends in Education for Librarianship. New 
York Carnegie Corp., 1936, p. 15. 
15. Shera, Jesse H. The Foundations of Education for Librarianship. New York: 
Becker and Hayes, 1972, p. 390. 
WINTER 1986 	 509 
ELIZABETH STONE 
16. Rothstein, Samuel. “Nobody’s Baby: A Brief Sermon on Continuing Profes- 
sional Education.” Library Journal W(15 May 1965):2226-27. 
17. Houle, Cyril 0. “The Role of Continuing Education in Current Professional 
Development.” ALA Bulletin 61(March 1967):266. 
18. Ibid., pp. 263-64. 
19. Stone, Elizabeth W. “A Study of Factors Related to Professional Development of 
Librarians.” Ph.D. diss., American University, 1968, p. 234. 
20. Ibid., pp. 234-35, 241-42. 
21. . “Continuing Education in Librarianship: Ideas for Action.” Ameri-
can Libraries ](June 1970):543-51.
22. Swank, Raynard C. “Sixth-Year Curricula and the Education of Library School 
Faculties.” journal of Education for Librarianship 8(Summer 1967):15.
23. Fryden, Floyd N. “Post-Master’s Degree Programs in the Accredited U.S. Library 
Schools.” Library Quarterly 39(July 1969):233-44. 
24. American Library Association. Committee on Accreditation. “Graduate Library 
Education Programs Accredited by the American Library Association under Standards for 
Accreditation, 1972: March 1985.” Chicago: ALA, 1985. 
25. Danton, J .  Periam. “Between M.L.S. and Ph.D.: A Study of Sixth-Year Specialist 
Programs in Accredited Library Schools.” Chicago: ALA, 1970. 
26. Kortendick, James J., and Stone, Elizabeth W. Post-Master’s Education for Mid- 
dle and Upper-Level Personnel in Libraries and Information Centers (Final Report to 
Bureau of Research, Office of Education, HEW). Washington, D.C.: Catholic University 
of America, 1970. 
27. American Library Association. “Library Education and Manpower: A Statement 
of Policy” (adopted by the Council of the American Library Association, 30 June 1970). 
Chicago: ALA, 1970. 
28. American Library Association. Activities Committee on New Directions for 
ALA. “The Final Report of the Activities Committee on New Directions for ALA.” 
Chicago: ALA, 1970. 
29. Stone, Elizabeth W., ed. New Directions in Staff Development: Moving From 
Zdeas to Action. Chicago: ALA, 1971, p. 1. 
30. . “Personnel Development and Continuing Education in Libraries” 
(issue theme). Library Trends ZO(Ju1y 1971):l-183. 
31. Martin, Allie B., and Duggan, Maryann. Continuing Education for Library 
Staffs in the Southwest: A Survey and Recommendations. Austin: University of Texas, 
Graduate School of Library Science, 1975. 
32. Martin, Allie B. A Strategy for Public Library Change: Proposed Public Library 
Goals-Feasibility Study. Chicago: ALA, PLA, 1972, p. 50. 
33. . “Out of the Ivory Tower.” Library journal 96(15 June 1971):2060. 
34. Monroe, Margaret E. “Variety in Continuing Education.” ALA Bulletin 
61(March 1967):275-78. 
35. Members of the 1971 AALS Ad Hoc Committee on Continuing Education were: 
Lawrence A. Allen, Hallie B. Brooks, Irving M. Klempner, Allie Beth Martin, M.P. 
Marchant, Sarah R. Reed, Peggy Sullivan, and Elizabeth W. Stone (chair). 
36. Association of American Library Schools. Study Committee on the Role of the 
Association in Continuing Library Education. “Tentative Draft of a Position Paper on 
the Role of the Association of American Library Schools in Continuing Library Educa- 
tion.” In Stone, Continuing Library Education, p. 294. 
37. 1972 members of the newly formed Standing Committee of AALS on Continuing 
Education included all those on the 1971 Ad Hoc Committee on Library Continuing 
Education and Lois Bewley, Frank Birmingham, Jack Dalton, Dorothy Deininger, Tho- 
mas Calvin, Edward Holley, Clayton Shepard, Rod Swartz, and Keith C. Wright. 
38. Association of American Library Schools. Committee on Continuing Library 
Education. “Examples of Programming in Various Professional Associations.” In Stone, 
Continuing Library Education, pp. 74-92. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 510 
Growth of Continuing Education 
39. “Reports on Returns from Questionnaires Sent to ALA Accredited Library 
Schools Concerning Continuing Education Attitudes and Activities.” In Stone, Continu-
ing Library Education, pp. 301-35. 
40. Association of American Library Schools. Committee on Continuing Library 
Education. AALS Position Paper on Continuing Library Education for Submission to 
Other Relevant and Interested Groups.” In Stone, Continuing Library Education, p. 299. 
41. Stone, Elizabeth W., et al. Continuing Library and Information ScienceEduca- 
tion (Final report to the National Commission on Libraries and Information Science). 
Washington, D.C.: USGPO, 1974. 
42. Ibid., pp. 3-2, 3-3. 
43. Ibid., p. 3-20. 
44. CLENE. Directory ofContinuing Education Opportunities for Libraryllnfor- 
mationlMedia Personnel. Ridgewood, N.J.: K.G. Saur, 1978; and ibid., 1979. (The 
CLENE directories of continuing education opportunities were distinctive in that at the 
time of their publication they were theonly available guides listing CE opportunities that 
covered a wide enough scope-fifteen different fields of information-that werecomplete 
enough to enable would-be participants in CE activities to be able tojudge whether or not 
a particular offering would be worthwhile taking. The  main entries were by subject 
content [seventy-five areas]. In addition, there were indexes for locating offerings by 
geographical location, by primary sponsors, and by faculty members. Each volume 
printed summary statistics of CE offerings given for the year covered in the directory. The  
last section of the book was an index of subject areas, including cross references.) 
45. CLENE. Who’s Who in Continuing Education: Human Resources in Continu- 
ing LibraylInformationlMedia Education, 1978 ed. Munich: K.G. Saur, 1978; and 
CLENE. Who’s Who in Continuing Education: Human Resources in Continuing Libra- 
rylInformationlMedia Education, 1979 ed. Munich: K.G. Saur, 1979. (The CLENE 
Human Resources Directories were uniquely useful reference tools because of the amount 
of pertinent information presented for each entry-twelve categories of information 
including recent publications. Directories not only gave what had been accomplished by 
each individual, but also in many cases, references to contact about past achievement were 
given. Main entry was an alphabetical list, but in addition had two separate indexes listing 
individuals by subject and by geographical location.) 
46. CLENE. Proceedings of the First CLENE Assembly (Palmer House, Chicago, 
23-24 Jan. 1976).Washington, D.C.: CLENE, 1976. 
47. Stone, Elizabeth W. “Perspectives from a Seasoned Project Director of Three 
CLENE/USOE Institutes.” In Planning for Statewide Continuing Education for Li- 
brarylZnformationlMedia Personnel (a report of the 1979-80 Statewide Systems of Con- 
tinuing Education: New Directions Institute), edited by Eleanor Lynch Biscoe. Wash- 
ington, D.C.: Catholic University, and CLENE, 1980. 
48. Stone, Elizabeth W., et al. Model Continuing Education Recognition System in 
Library and Information Science. Ridgewood, N.J.: K.G. Saw, 1979. 
49. Peterson, Fred, et al. Motivation: A Vital Force in the Organixation-A Home 
Study Course. Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America, 1978. 
50. Stone, Elizabeth W., et al. Guidelines for Relevant Groups Involved in Home 
Study Programs. Washington, D.C.: CLENE, 1977. 
51. National Council on Quality Continuing Education. “A Program forQuality in 
Continuing Education. Policy Statement and Criteria for Quality,” vol. 1. Washington, 
D.C.: NCQCE, 1980; and NCQCE. “A Program for Quality in Continuing Education. 
Provider Approval System,” vol. 2. Washington, D.C.: NCQCE, 1980. 
52. American Library Association. ALA Handbook ofOrganization 1985l1986, and 
Membership Directory. Chicago: ALA, 1984, p. 152. 
53. American Association of State Libraries. Standards Revision Committee. Stand-
ards for Library Functions at the State Level, rev. ed. Chicago: ALA, 1970, p. 30. 
54. Stone, et al. Continuing Library and Information Science Education, pp. 3-13; 
3-15. 
WINTER 1986 511 
ELIZABETH STONE 
55. National Commission on Libraries and Information Science. “Resolution on 
Strengthening State Library Agencies” (Made to the U.S. Office of Education, Office of 
Libraries and Learning Resources, 25 Sept. 1975). Washington, D.C.: NCLIS, 1975. 
56. Stone, “Perspectives from a Seasoned Project Director.” 
57. McCrossan, John. “Introduction.” Library Trends 27(Fall 1978):112. 
58. Taylor, Nettie B. ”The Role of State Library Agencies in Continuing Educa- 
tion.” Library Trends 27(Fall 1978):194. 
59. Wilde, Glenn. “Intermountain Community Learning and Information Services: 
A Model Continuing Education Program for Rural Areas.” In Continuing Education: 
Issues and Challenges (papers presented at the 1985 World Conference on Continuing 
Library and Information Science Education), edited by Esther E. Horne, p. 285. Ridge- 
wood, N.J.: K.G. Saw, 1985. 
60.Fry to Stone, personal communication, 11 April 1985. 
61. Holmstrom, Engin, and El-Khawas, Elaine. “An Overview of the First Four 
Years of the Title 11-B Fellowships Program.” College & Research Libraries %?(May 
1971):205.
62. Lowe, Mildred. “Historical Survey of HEA 11-B Fellowships: 1965-1982.” 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of Education, 1985 (ED 258 525). 
63. Fry, Ray. “U.S. Department of Education Library Programs, 1984.” In Bowker 
Annual of Library 6 Book Trade Information 1985, edited by Julia Moore, p. 291. New 
York: R.R. Bowker, 1985. 
64. Stone, Elizabeth W. “Continuing Education for Librarians in the UnitedStates.” 
In Advances in Librarianship, vol. 8, edited by Michael Harris, pp. 274-92. New York: 
Academic Press, 1978. 
65. ALA Council. “The American Library Association and Continuing Education” 
(Resolution adopted by the ALA Council, 28 June 1979). Chicago: ALA, 1979. 
66. ALA Continuing Education Forum. “ALA Continuing Education Policy Devel- 
opment Forum: Summary Report.” Madison, Wis.: ALA, 1979, pp. 7-8. 
67. ALA Council. “Resolution on Continuing Education ” (adopted 24 Jan. 1980). 
Chicago: ALA, 1980. 
68. American Library Association. “A Proposal to Establish a Continuing Educa- 
tion Center at ALA Headquarters: A Summary Report.” Chicago: ALA, 1980, p. 3. 
69. Association of College & Research Libraries. “ACRL’s Committee on Activity 
Model for 1990: The Final Report.” College & Research Libraries 43(May 1982):168. 
70. Daval, Nicola. “Association of Research Libraries.” In The Bowker Annual, 
1985, p. 202. 
71. Webster, Duane, et al. “Organizational Training and Staff Development.” OMS 
Annual Report, 1983. Washington, D.C.: ARL, Office of Management Studies, pp. 22-27. 
72. Swanson, R.W., and Johns, C.J., Jr. “Some Highlight Findings of the ASIS 
Membership Survey.” SIGIED Newsletter l(Jan. 1976):8-10; and . University 
Microfilms International. Ann Arbor, Mich.: Microfiche ED-76-1. 
73. Sophar to Stone, personal communication, 10 March 1986. 
74. Brodman, Estelle. “Continuing Education of Medical Librarians: Introduction.” 
Bulletin of the Medical Library Association 51(July 1963):354-56. 
75. Mayfield to Stone, personal communication, 25 Sept. 1984. 
76. Sloane, Margaret N., ed. Continuing Education for Special Librarianship: 
Where Do We Go From Here? (Proceedings of the Session Sponsored by the Education 
Committee and Annual Conference of SLA,2June 1968, Los Angeles). New York Special 
Libraries Assoc., 1968 (ED 032 086). 
77. Gerber to Stone, personal communication, 14 Sept. 1984. 
78. American Library Association. Committee on Accreditation. “Graduate Library 
Education Programs.” 
79. Sineath, Timothy. ‘Continuing Professional Education.” In Library Education 
Statistical Report of AALS. State College, Pa.: American Association of Library Schools, 
1982, p. CE 1-9. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 512 
Growth of Continuing Education 
80.New Directions in Library and Information Science Education (Report submit- 
ted to Library Education Research and Resources Branch, Division of Library Programs, 
Center for Libraries and Educational Development, Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement, U.S. Department of Education). Washington, D.C.: King Research, Inc. 
1985. 
81. McGloughlin, William J. T h e  Professional Schools. New York Center for 
Applied Research in Education, 1964, p. 29. 
82. Knox, Alan. “Strengthening theQuality of Continuing Education.” In Continu-
ing Education, p .  96. 
83. Houle, Cyril. Continuing Learning in the Professions. San Francisco: Jossey- 
Bass, 1980, p. 315. 
Additional References 
A L A  Yearbook; and A L A  Yearbook of Library and Informational Seruices, vols. 1-9, S.V. 
“Continuing Professional Education.” Chicago: ALA, 1976-1984. 
Council on the Continuing Education Unit. Principles of Good Practice in Continuing 
Education (Report of the CCEU Project to develop standards and criteria for good 
practice in continuing education). Silver Spring, Md.: CCEU, 1984. 
Cross, K. Patricia. Adults as Learners: Increasing Participation and Facilitating Learn- 
ing. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1980. 
Kay, Anthony, and Rumble, Greville, eds. Distance Teaching: For Adult and Higher Edu- 
cation. London: Croon Helm and the Open University Press, 1981. 
Knowles, Malcolm M. Self-Directed Learning: A Guide for Learners and Teachers. New 
York Cambridge Book Co., 1975. 
Knowles, Malcolm S., et al. Andragogy in Action: ApplyingModern Principles of Adult 
Learning. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1984. 
Knox, Alan B. New Directions for Continuing Education: Leadership Strategies for 
Meeting New Challenges (New Directions for Continuing Education, no. 13). San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1982. 
Mahmoodi, Suzanne H., and Wagner, Mary M. “Educational Needs Assessment Group 
Interview Technique Manual,” rev. ed. Chicago: ALA, CLENE Roundtable, 1985. 
WINTER 1986 513 
This Page Intentionally Left Blank 
The Dialectic of Defeat: Antimonies in Research 
in Library and Information Science 
MICHAEL H. HARRIS 
Introduction 
SOMETHINGAPPEARS TO BE dramatically wrong with research in library 
science. Some would argue that there is simply too little of it. 0thers, like 
Herbert Goldhor, would insist that what little research is done is 
methodically primitive; all that is needed is more sophistication. Yet 
others, like Lloyd Houser, would claim that what is needed is a quantum 
leap to some sort of paradigm science that would focus or accelerate 
research in the field. Still others complain that what is needed is better 
coordination of research via institutes and centers. Then there are those 
who point the finger of blame at a research community that appears to be 
unable to communicate its findings effectively to practicing librarians. 
Finally, there is the evidence that suggests that practicing librarians, 
always relentlessly pragmatic, don't pay any attention to the quality 
research that is available.' 
While I feel that each of these variables contributes some to the 
general malaise of research in library and information science, 
taken separately or in any number of permutations, they not only 
fail to explain the problem but actually tend to mask its real nature. In 
short, the conclusion from the beginning is that none of the earlier 
analysts of research in library and information science have gotten it 
right.2 
In the pages that follow it  is hoped that these claims are substan- 
tiated by tracing the emergence and development of research in library 
Michael H. Harris is Professor, College of Library and Information Science, University of 
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science. It will be argued that the prevailing ideology posits the desir- 
ability of the adoption of a positivist epistemology for research in the 
field. Then, using recent work in the social sciences, i t  shall be argued 
that such a positivist science is neither possible nor desirable. Finally, 
drawing on work in critical theory and hermeneutics, i t  shall be pro- 
posed that there be a rethinking of the epistemological foundations of 
research in library and information science. 
The Emergence of Research in Library Science 
As early as 1853, when some few librarians began to think about the 
nature of their new “profession,” there was a growing concern centering 
on the nature of training for work in libraries. Throughout the nine- 
teenth century there was a consensus that librarians would best be 
trained in a sort of apprentice system. Melvil Dewey began tochange all 
of that by the end of the century, but the conception of librarianship as a 
mechanical art best assimilated through precept and practice has 
retained its appeal to this very day. This practical (critics called it  
“empirical”), intuitive, and experiential approach to education began 
to draw some fire by the first decade of the twentieth century. By the 
twenties, strong voices were calling for the creation of a new awareness 
of science as the key to unlocking the mysteries of library management 
and-it must be added-as a necessary prerequisite to the improvement 
of the status of the librarian. 
These critics, always a minority of the profession, decried the 
librarians’ mindless attention to technical detail. Pierce Butler3 stated 
his view in searing prose: 
Unlike his colleagues in other fields of social activity the librarian is 
strangely uninterested in the theoretical aspects of his profession. He  
seems to possess a unique immunity to that curiosity which elsewhere 
drives modern man to attempt, somehow, an orientation of his partic- 
ular labors with the main stream of human life. The librarian appar- 
ently stands alone in the simplicity of his pragmatism. 
What was needed-Butler and others would insist-was attention to the 
role of the scientific method in the investigation of library problems, 
and especially that method as evidenced in the social sciences. 
One can only conjecture whether the views of the “new breed” 
would have had any significant impact on librarianship had i t  not been 
for the decision of the Camegie Corporation to establish an entirely new 
type of library school-the Graduate Library School (GLS)-at the 
University of Chicago. This new program was to be a true graduate 
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school “in the sense that its primary objective was the extension of the 
boundaries of knowledge relating to libraries and librarianship.” The 
new school, endowed by $1 million gift, opened its doors with four 
faculty members and a small group of students in 1928.4 
From the outset the school and its project were controversial. 
Librarians, and even outsiders like Abraham Flexner, heaped criticism 
and ridicule on the effort. The battle lines were quickly drawn with 
defenders of the new approach being ably represented by Douglas 
Waples and Butler, with the opposition view being most fiercely cham- 
pioned by Seymour Thompson who asked, “Do we want a library 
science?” and then, at great length, answered with a monumental 
<<NO!795 
While some have argued that the pressure from the forces of dark- 
ness eventually won the day and led to the abandonment of the initial 
thrust of the program, it is this author’s contention that the GLS not 
only succeeded in its mission to establish a “psychosociological” 
research program for the school, but it further succeeded in forming the 
conception of research in library science for several generations of 
scholars.‘ The justification for this conclusion will emerge, but first it is 
necessary to examine in some depth what i t  was that faculty at Chicago 
were attempting. 
Louis Round Wilson, the school’s most influential dean, put it 
succinctly when he wrote that “its early faculty, drawn largely from 
fields other than librarianship, and experienced in graduate study and 
research, introduced new ideas from nonlibrary fields, and related 
librarianship to other enriching disciplines.”’ The most enriching of 
disciplines proved to be sociology, and while all of the early faculty 
insisted that the “school’s sociological point of view restedon a human- 
istic base” it was soon clear that the faculty and students were losing 
their sense of balance.’ 
Indeed, as early as 1936, Wilhelm Munthe, a prominent European 
librarian, was charging that the school was ‘‘tooheavily weighted on 
the psychological and sociological side.”g This early warning was con- 
clusively confirmed when Butler, among the first faculty of the school 
and author of its manifesto, called foul and argued in a 1951 essay that 
librarians had apparently succumbed to a “scientistic delusion.” “This 
is,” Butler noted, “a mistaken assumption that librarianship is a profes- 
sion only in so far as it is a science.” Butler was quick to point out that 
this problem was not “peculiar to librarians but is characteristic of our 
period.”” In the later remark Butler saw what many recent commenta- 
tors on research in library science have generally overlooked. Librarians 
and especially the research community in library science, had fallen 
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prey to the siren called “positivism,” the prevaling orthodoxy in the 
social sciences from the thirties through the sixties.” 
Before proceeding further, i t  is essential to define the community of 
scholars that is under discussion. It must bemade clear that the segment 
of the profession that adopted this new positivism from the thirties 
onward represented a highly select elite. Made up  of the graduates of the 
GLS and the dozen doctoral programs in library science that were 
cloned off of the GLS model, this group has never numbered much over 
a thousand. Nevertheless, they have proven of great significance due to 
the fact that they staff most of the graduate library schools in the country 
today, and that they are the producers of most of the research being 
conducted in the field. In the main, members of this group are holders of 
the doctorate in library and information science.” 
Positivism and Paradigms in Library Research 
What are the characteristics of the positivism that has become so 
prevalent among this group? It is my contention that this approachcan 
be characterized as follows: 
1. Library science is a genuine, albeit young, natural science. It follows 
then that the methodological procedures of natural science are appli- 
cable to library science; that quantitative measurement and numera- 
tion are intrinsic to the scientific method; that epistemological issues 
are best treated with respect to specific research questions; and that 
complex phenomena can best be understood by reducing them to 
their essential elements and examining the ways in which they 
interact. 
2. The library (broadly defined) must be viewed as a complex of facts 
governed by general laws. The discovery of these laws and theories is 
the principal objective of research. 
3. 	The relation of these laws and theories to practice is essentially 
instrumental. That is, once the laws and theories are in place, we will 
be able to explain, predict, and control-i.e., produce a desired state 
of affairs by simply applying theoretical knowledge. 
4. 	The library scientist can and should maintain a strict “value- 
neutrality” in his or her work. 
This positivist perspective now governs the thinking of most 
serious researchers in library science (and probably all who refer to 
themselves as “information scientist^").'^ How did it come to pass that 
such a foreign perspective could hold such sway in the profession once 
characterized by its intuitive, almost mystical, approach to its work? A 
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detailed analysis of this development would require an extensive essay 
in itself, but my conclusions are briefly outlined here. 
When the original faculty of the GLS was organized in the late 
twenties and early thirties, the emphasis was on individuals “drawn 
largely from fields other than librarianship.” Thus the first faculty 
came to Chicago with varied and recent exposure to new developments 
in the social sciences and research in general. The same could be said of 
many of the students. It is clear that faculty and students were generally 
committed to the interdisciplinary approach to research being proposed 
on the Midway. Given the time and place, this meant that the faculty 
and students would be aware of recent developments in the social 
sciences, especially sociology, and that they should be drawn to the 
positivism then emerging as the dominant model for research in the 
social sciences. 14 
There is little to criticize about these earliest attempts at Chicago. 
However, before long the plan began to unravel. First, the original 
faculty departed and was replaced by graduates of the GLS. The idea of a 
faculty, “drawn largely from fields other than librarianship” was aban- 
doned. Concomitantly, other graduates of the GLS joined the faculties 
of library schools throughout the country and soon came to dominate 
them-especially the doctoral programs. Soon the GLS vision of 
research in library science gained hegemony in the field. 
Second-mainly as a result of the drive to define library science as a 
distinct discipline-the schools, including the GLS, became increas- 
ingly jealous of their right tooffer acompletegraduateprogram in what 
was an ever more proscribed subject matter. The result was that contact 
with the enriching disciplines stopped for all practical purposes in the 
mid-1940s. By 1956 this situation had advanced to the point where as 
distant an observer as Arthur Bestor could explicitly accuse librarians of 
“substituting clock-hours of pseudo-vocational credit for sound learn- 
ing.’’ Library schools found ways of “expanding their courses in the 
mere techniques of librarianship and thus prevented the ‘leakage’ of 
potential students to genuine graduate departments.” This rigid isola- 
tion meant that the research community (all library school students for 
that matter) would be educated in near complete ignorance of new 
trends and breakthroughs in the social sciences. It has even become 
commonplace to find this insular trajectory endorsed by leaders in the 
library and information science field. For instance, in 1979 Ellen Alt- 
man forcefully hailed our myopia when she wrote, “let’s leave history to 
historians, sociology to sociologists, psychology to psychologists and 
concentrate our research efforts on topics central to librarianship.” The 
fact that so many members of the library and information science 
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research community seem to agree with Altman’s admonition suggests 
to me that i t  has deliberately committed a collective act of intellectual 
imp~verishment.’~ 
Paradigm Lost: Social Scientists and the Rejection of Positivism 
The timing of the emergent intellectual isolation was particularly 
unfortunate, for i t  was in the sixties that social scientists began to revise 
their conception of the nature and role of research. At this point, a brief 
discussion of the intellectual trajectory that led to the widespread rejec- 
tion of positivism by social scientists would appear to be in order. 
Richard Bernstein notes that in the early 1960s, just at the moment 
“when there was a widely shared self-confidence among mainstream 
social scientists that their disciplines had finally been placed upon the 
firm empirical foundation where we could expect the steady progressive 
growth of scientific knowledge of society-troubling issues broke 
out.”16 These issues led to a prolonged controversy that still rages 
through the social sciences. 
Particularly troubling to social scientists, especially in light of the 
publication of T.S. Kuhn’s highly influential The Structure of Scien-
tific Reuolutions (1962, rev. ed. 1970), was the evidence suggesting that 
the social sciences had been incapable of generating a “paradigm” 
which could govern research such as that found in the sciences. While 
many social scientists misread Kuhn and attempted to use his concept of 
the paradigm to prove that their respective social sciences were indeed 
sciences (or near sciences), it became all too clear that no single para- 
digm in the social sciences could boast the alle iance of even a minority 
of the social scientists at work in the country.’‘Equally distressing was 
the awareness that the only paradigm candidate to even come close- 
structural functionalism-was generally deemed flawed beyond 
repair.” 
How could the social sciences qualify as sciences if they could not 
generate paradigms that would govern “normal science” similar to that 
in the natural sciences? And how long could social scientists, after the 
expenditure of countless hours, continue to insist that the problem lay 
in the relative immaturity of the social sciences? Ever larger numbers of 
scholars began to insist that the problem was much more serious than 
the “relative immaturity” thesis would suggest. 
Equally disconcerting was the vigorous and ultimately successful 
attack on the idea that the social sciences could emulate the wertfrei 
methods of investigation that prevailed in the sciences generally. This 
attack converged on positivism from a number of directions. First there 
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was the startling proof that the natural sciences themselves were consid- 
erably less than value-free endeavors. A whole range of historians of 
science, following Kuhn’s lead, were demonstrating that the scientific 
community was more a political arena where “authority is imposed, 
and novelty and deviance suppressed” than a forum for the encourage- 
ment of gn “impartial interest in the quest for truth.”” 
In the light of this work, social scientists began to examine their 
own houses only to find widespread evidence of bias and prejudgment 
in social scientific research. Indeed, by the late 1970s most social scien- 
tists seemed amazed at the degree to which they had subscribed to the 
value-free proposition in the first place. Most now agreed that while 
objectivity should always remain a topic of concern, i t  was not possible 
to continue to assume that scholars in the social sciences could hope to 
exclude subjective preunderstandings from their pursuit of knowledge. 
Many even came to insist that such an attempt was both impossibleand 
undesirable.20 
In a related controversy, social scientists debated the subject/object 
dichotomy so central to positivism. Comte had insisted that people and 
society’s institutions must be viewed as neutral objects which could be 
investigated in essentially the same way that one would investigate a 
thing. But, by 1960, it was becoming all too clear than an essential 
difference between the sciences and the social (or human) sciences was 
that in the latter it was impossible to separate the subject (the researcher) 
from the object (those being studied). Quite simply, the inability to 
define a closed system within which to study the human objects means 
that they cannot be studied independent of the influence of the subject 
conducting the study. 
These varied attacks on positivism in the social sciences led to a 
growing chorus of eulogies. Typical of the new view is the following 
assessment: 
Now the time seems ripe, even overdue, to announce that there is not 
going to be an age of paradigm in the social sciences. We contend that 
the failure to achieve paradigm takeoff is not merely the result of 
methodological immaturity, but reflects something fundamental 
about the human world?’ 
Another example is Anthony Gidden’s insistence that “social science 
must surely be reckoned a failure” in its effort to bring into being a 
“science of society.” He points out that many still yearn for the “arrival 
of a social-scientific Newton” but is quick to note that they “are not only 
waiting for a train that won’t arrive, they’re in the wrong station 
a1 together. 
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It now seems clear that the social physics is not about to begin, and 
further that a positivist approach has proven of little value as a means of 
producing knowledge of social reality. It seems equally clear that the 
library physics is not about to begin, and yet many students of library 
and information science continue to dream of a science of librarianship, 
a fact that suggests that the crisis has not been deeply enough registered 
or is being actively evaded. 
Toward a Reorientation of Research 
in Library and Information Science 
It would now appear to be the time to open a debate on both 
epistemological and normative issues surrounding the research endeav- 
or in library science. It is temptingat this point to turn toadiscussion of 
the large, essentially unfinished, research agenda for library and infor- 
mation science. And indeed this author intends such an attempt in a 
forthcoming volume of Advances in L i b r ~ r i a n s h z ~ . ~ ~But since the 
emphasis here has been on epistemological issues, the intention is to 
adhere to that focus and to conclude with a discussion of what are in the 
main methodological questions. I would insist at the outset that what 
we don’t need is a surrender and return to the old subjectivism that 
prevailed in this field prior to the advent of the GLS. What is needed is 
an attempt to transcend the dialectic of defeat and move beyond positiv- 
ism and subje~t ivism.~~ 
In addressing this matter I am encouraged by recently published 
essays by Elfreda Chatman, Jack Glazier, Mary Niles Maack, Joseph P. 
Natoli, and Amusi Odi, all of which demonstrate an awareness of 
methodological advances in the social sciences and argue for a reorien- 
tation of our own work in accord with these new development^.^^ I 
would like to add my voice to theirs in the general project of building a 
new conception of what goodresearch might look like while at the same 
time encouraging us all to look beyondpositivism for heroes. It seemsto 
me that we might make a beginning by attending to three critical 
methodological imperatives. 
First, research should be holistic. Carl Shorske notes that the 
serious student of human society must seek the intersection of two 
imaginary lines: “One line is vertical, or diachronic,” and here the 
scholar is concerned with the relation of the institution in question to 
previous expressions of institutional ideas and goals; the other is “horiz- 
ontal, or synchronic,” and here the scholar is concerned with the institu- 
tion’s interrelationship with contemporaneous referents situated in 
other “fields of the social totality” (e.g., socioeconomic, political).26 He 
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thus stands against the unproductive attempt to formulate laws of 
human society that are intended to apply to collectivities independent of 
their historical and cultural location. Instead, we must attempt an 
understanding of human society that integrates fact and theory from 
history and social science and resists the dissipation of central problems 
through an ever finer fragmentation around which professional experts 
cluster with their vested interest^.^' 
Research in library science stands doubly in need of such a correc- 
tive perspective. Increasingly, research in this field is ahistorical and 
deterministic; an attempt to develop general laws intended to apply to 
objects independent of their historical or cultural location. Such an 
approach is clearly bankrupt. What is needed is historically informed 
scholarship that focuses attention on libraries in terms of their “founda- 
tion in specific historical developments and in a particular historical 
situation.”28 At the same time, any attempt to view the library in 
isolation from other contemporaneous social activity is inherently dis- 
torting and ultimately fruitless. 
A holistic approach would also force the recognition that “library 
science” is not a separate discipline, but rather a mediating profession 
concerned with knowledge derived from all other disciplines, and 
researchers in this profession must be alert to, and prepared to draw 
upon, developments in the social sciences generally which promise to 
contribute to the solution of problems specific to libraries.” “The 
skilled problem-solver,” Barry Barnes points out, “sees the themes of 
solved problems in those he seeks to solve.” Research in library science 
would be enhanced if scholars would broaden their knowledge of the 
social sciences so that they might proceed analogically from concrete 
problem solutions in the social sciences to unsolved problems in library 
science. This can only be done if the community of scholars in library 
science cultivates an awareness of what Barnes refers to as the “reper- 
toire of paradigms” in the social science^.^' 
Second, our research should be reflexive and empirical. This view is 
aligned against the positivist conception of science as a suprahistoric, 
neutral enterprise. As Josef Bleicher points out, students of the human 
sciences have been forced to realize that the “subject shares the world 
with his objects, and has a pre-understanding of them which guides his 
subsequent methodological enquiry,” and that “however much we 
objectify our object, as socio-historically situated observers we cannot 
but approach it  with some pre-~nderstanding.”~~ 
The sociocultural embeddedness of the scholar must be recognized, 
for only this awareness will allow us to rise above the mystifying 
confusion of an invisible predilection. Alvin Gouldner argues that two 
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insights are necessary to grasp this concept productively. First, the 
scholar “must recognize that what is at issue here is not only what is in 
the world but also what is in himself; he must havea capacity to hear his 
own voice, not simply those of others.” Second, Gouldner argues that 
the scholar must have the “courage of his convictions, or at least courage 
enough to acknowledge his beliefs as his”; he must struggle to bring his 
domain assumptions from the “dim realm of subsidiary awareness into 
the clearer realm of focal a ~ a r e n e s s . ” ~ ~  Such self-reflection is, of course, 
the first step. Once initiated the scholar must struggle to constantly test 
his consciousness against the best evidence available, and make the 
necessary adjustments in his world view when it is contradicted by the 
evidence. 
This point leads naturally into a brief consideration of the empiri- 
cal nature of critical scholarship. This approach emerged in opposition 
to the positivist attempt to “reconstruct social reality as consisting of 
brute data alone.”33 The intent is not to replace empiricism with reflec- 
tion but rather it is to bring the two approaches under one roof; to find 
some sort of higher synthesis in which both have a place. 
The implications of the reflexive/empirical approach for research 
in library and information science are self-evident. It would suggest that 
the all too common denial of preunderstanding in our research is 
misleading and ultimately dishonest and cowardly. It suggests that the 
reluctance on the part of the library research community to examine its 
own domain assumptions is both deliberate and unconscious. For 
instance, it is apparent that much of the research in library science is 
defined by, and conducted for, elites determined to gain instrumental 
control over libraries. It is hard to believe that the researcher’s partner- 
ship with those in authority is not self-consciously made, and that these 
same researchers are indifferent to what is to be controlled for what 
purpose. 
It would also appear true, however, that large numbers of 
researchers in this field have been able to effectively repress any aware- 
ness of their own values and genuinely believe in thevalue-neutrality of 
their approach. It is all too common for scholars in this field to affect a 
sort of willful methodological na’ivetk. This profession seems persuaded 
that i t  possesses a neutrality that gives the work an almost autonomous 
and self-authenticating stature. I now believe that one of the most 
essential tasks is to expose the “historically conditioned character” of 
our work, to preside, if you will, over the unmasking of our claim to 
autonomy founded on a nonexistent neutrality.% 
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Mary HesseS recently summed up  the matter when she noted: 
The fact that the view of the social sciences presented here is more 

often associated with the particular choice of value goals of the 

revolutionary left does not in the least invalidate the general argu- 

ment, nor reduce-rather i t  increases-the need for the moderate 

centreand right to look to its own valuechoices. Neither liberal denial 

that there are such value choices nor cynical right-wing suppression 

of them from consciousness will meet the case. 

Finally, I feel that our work should be dialectical. An emphasis on 
the dialectic should replace our positivist tendencies to highlight sur- 
face appearances. Drawing on Marx, I would argue that there is an 
essential difference between the “level of appearances” and the underly- 
ing social conditions which generate these appearances. As Erik Olin 
Wright points out, “the central claim is that the vast array of empirical 
phenomena immediately observable in social life can only be explained 
if we analyze the social reality hidden behind those appearan~es.”~~The 
positivist tendency to remain on the surface of appearances allows them 
to describe these phenomena, but not to explain them. 
Explanation requires a “theory of the underlying structures of 
social relations, of the contradictions embedded in those structures, of 
the ways in which those underlying structures generate the appearances 
people encounter in everyday life.”37 As a result the dialectical mode of 
analysis stresses change, conflict, and tension as the foundations of 
reality rather than stability and consensus. This dialectical emphasis on 
contradiction, i t  is suggested, enables “the analyst to be far more sensi- 
tive to social potentialities than the more conventional” positivist 
approaches that dominated the social sciences in the postwar era.% 
Sadly, nearly all of our research is policy-oriented, designed for 
immediate professional consumption, and this only reinforces the 
desire to find reductionist answers of “relevance.” All too frequently the 
emphasis is on professionally palatable findings. Most of this work is 
quite expert, but i t  is also unwilling tochallenge conventional wisdom. 
We need to place this complacently descriptive approach to research in 
question and begin to explore the contradictions inherent in the deliv- 
ery of “free library service” in a capitalist society. 
Conclusion 
I have covered rather an extensive terrain, and I fear I have not 
explored any of it in enough detail to completely satisfy my readers. I 
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have contended that the basic shortcomings of research in library and 
information science can be traced to our belated, but nearly complete, 
conversion to the positivist definition of epistemological rectitude. And 
that this epistemological self-righteousness has led library and informa- 
tion science researchers to make a fetish of certain methodological 
approaches to their work and has blinded researchers to the right 
questions. I have maintained that our research, and ultimately the 
practice of librarianship itself, requires a radical reorientation if we are 
to gain any significant understanding of the social reality within which 
librarians pursue their goals in modern America. To do so it will be 
necessary to relinquish the rigid commitment to positivism as the only 
legitimate path to knowledge and to question the concomitant alle- 
giance to “instrumental reason” as the surest guide to professional 
praxis. 
Editor’sNote: This paper was presented in preliminary form at a joint meeting 
of the American Library Association’s Library History Round Table and 
Library Research Round Table in Chicago on 6 July 1985. 
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